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SECURITIES ACT OF 1933 





[Release Nos. 33-6333, 34-18009, and 
1C11889; File No. S7-895] 


Proposed Revision of Regulation C, 
Registration and Regulation 12B, 
Registration and Reporting 


Correction 


In Supplement 6 Volume 23 No 5 dated August 18, 
1981 make the following change: 


On page 365, in the first column add the following 
material to the end of the second paragraph after 
footnote 31: 


The limitation of incorporation by reference to spe- 
cific categories of documents described in current 
Rule 12b-23(a) would be eliminated. Under inte- 
grated disclosure, the primary source of informa- 
tion is the periodic reporting system under the Ex- 
change Act. The basic purpose of requiring the 
filing of incorporated materials as exhibits to Ex- 
change Act reports is to assure that the Exchange 
Act reports constitute a full and complete source 
of information about the registrant. 


Rule 12b-—23(a), as proposed, allows incorporation 
by reference into Exchange Act reports subject to 
special provisions relating to financial statements 
and incorporation from other parts of the same re- 
port, drawn from current Rule 12b—23 (a) and (c) 
(and similar to paragraphs (b)(2) and (b)(3) of pro- 
posed Rule 411). Paragraph (a)(4) of proposed 
Rule 12b-—23 would include the requirement of an 
exhibit filing, “except that a proxy or information 
statement incorporated by reference in response 
to Part Ill of Form 10-K (17 CFR 249.310) need 
not be filed as an exhibit.” The latter exception 
has been added because of the inconvenience to 
registrants caused by multiple filings of the regis- 
trant’s proxy statement. Persons seeking full cop- 
ies of a Form 10-K annual report from the Com- 
mission's files should be aware, however, that it 
will be necessary to obtain the proxy statement 
separately. 


Paragraph (b) of proposed Rule 12b-—23 contains 
the same general provision as paragraph (c) of 
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Rule 411, specifically the requirement of clear 
identification of incorporated matter, the prohibi- 
tion of incorporation resulting in incomplete, 
unclear or confusing statements, and the refer- 
ence to the restrictions in Rule 24 of the Rules of 
Practice on incorporation by reference to docu- 
ments which themselves incorporate other infor- 
mation by reference. 





SECURITIES EXCHANGE ACT OF 1934 





SECURITIES EXCHANGE ACT OF 1934 
Release No. 18077/September 3, 1981 


In the Matter of 

CHICAGO BOARD OPTIONS EXCHANGE, 
INCORPORATED 

LaSalle at Jackson 

Chicago, Illinois 60604 


(SR-CBOE- 81-13) 


ORDER APPROVING PROPOSED RULE 
CHANGE 


On July 20, 1981, the Chicago Board Options Ex- 
change, Incorporated (‘‘CBOE’’) filed with the 
Commission, pursuant to Section 19(b)(1) of the 
Securities Exchange Act of 1934, 15 U.S.C. 78s 
(b)(1) (“Act”) and Rule 19b-—4 thereunder, copies 
of a proposed rule change which would enable the 
CBOE to issue temporary non-leasable, non- 
transferable permits to trade non-equity options. 
The proposed rule change also sets forth the privi- 
leges and responsibilities of such permitholders. 


Notice of the proposed rule change together with 
the terms of substance of the proposed rule 
change was given by publication of a Commission 
Release (Securities Exchange Act Release No. 
17959, July 22, 1981) and by publication in the 
Federal Register (46 FR 38797, July 29, 1981). 
All written statements with respect to the proposed 
rule change which were filed with the Commission 
and all written communications relating to the pro- 
posed rule change between the Commission and 
any person were considered (with the exception of 
those statements or communications which may 
be withheld from the public in accordance with the 
provisions of 5 U.S.C. §552) were made available 
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to the public at the Commission's Public Refer- 
ence Room.' 


The Commission finds that the proposed rule 
change is consistent with the requirements of the 
Act and the rules and regulations thereunder ap- 
plicable to a national securities exchange and, in 
particular, the requirements of Section 6 and the 
rules and regulations thereunder. 


IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED, pursuant to Sec- 
tion 19(b)(2) of the Act, that the above-mentioned 
proposed rule change be, and it hereby is, ap- 
proved. 


For the Commission, by the Division of Market 
Regulation pursuant to delegated authority. 


George A. Fitzsimmons 
Secretary 








1The Commission received one comment letter 
concerning the proposed rule change from Mahlon 
M. Frankhauser, Kirkland and Ellis, Counsel for 
the Chicago Board of Trade, dated August 19, 
1981. The comment letter contends that the Com- 
mission does not have authority to approve GNMA 
options trading and that, accordingly, rule changes 
to facilitate such trading should not be adopted. 
The Commission does not agree with the legal in- 
terpretation set forth in the comment letter. See 
footnote 13 of Securities Exchange Act Release 
No. 17577 (February 26, 1981), 46 FR 15242 
(March 4, 1981) (approving the CBOE GNMA op- 
tions proposal) and Answering Brief of the Securi- 
ties and Exchange Commission in Board of Trade 
of the City of Chicago v. SEC and Chicago Board 
Options Exchange, Incorporated, No. 81-1660 
(7th Cir., filed August 28, 1981). 
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SECURITIES EXCHANGE ACT OF 1934 
Release No. 18078/September 3, 1981 


In the Matter of 


PHILADELPHIA STOCK EXCHANGE, INC. 
17th Street and Stock Exchange Place 
Philadelphia, PA 19103 


(SR-Phix-81-13) 


NOTICE OF FILING OF PROPOSED RULE 
CHANGE AND ORDER APPROVING PRO- 
POSED RULE CHANGE 


Pursuant to Section 19(b)(1) of the Securities Ex- 
change Act of 1934, 15 U.S.C. 78s(b)(1) (the 
“Act’), notice is hereby given that on August 10, 
1981, the Philadelphia Stock Exchange, Inc. 
(“Phix’’) filed with the Commission copies of a pro- 
posed rule change which eliminates monthly re- 
porting by member firms of certain uncovered 
short option positions and requires instead that 
such reports be submitted only upon the Ex- 
change’s request.' 


Interested persons are invited to submit written 
data, views and arguments concerning the sub- 
mission within 21 days from the date of this publi- 
cation. Persons desiring to make written com- 
ments should file six copies thereof with the 
Secretary of the Commission, Securities and Ex- 
change Commission, 500 North Capitol Street, 
Washington, D.C. 20549. Reference should be 
made to File No. SR-Phix-81-13. 


Copies of the submission, all subsequent amend- 
ments, all written statements with respect to the 
proposed rule change which are filed with the 
Commission, and all written communications 
relating to the proposed rule change between the 
Commission and any person, other than those 
which may be withheld from the public in accord- 
ance with the provisions of 5 U.S.C. §552, will be 
available for inspection and copying at the Com- 
mission's Public Reference Room, 1100 L Street, 
N.W., Washington, D.C. 





1On August 31, 1981 the Phix submitted an 
amendment to the filing which stated that the pro- 
posed rule change had received final approval of 
its Board of Governors. 


SEC DOCKET/761 








The Commission finds that the proposed rule 
change is consistent with the requirements of the 
Act and the rules and regulations thereunder ap- 
plicable to national securities exchanges, and in 
particular, the requirements of Section 6 and the 
rules and regulations thereunder. 


The Commission finds good cause for approving 
the proposed rule change prior to the thirtieth day 
after the date of publication of notice of filing 
thereof, in that identical rule changes submitted by 
the American Stock Exchange,? the Chicago 
Board Options Exchange? and the Pacific Stock 
Exchange’ previously have been published for 
comment and approved by the Commission. 


IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED, pursuant to Sec- 
tion 19(b)(2) of the Act, that the proposed rule 
change referenced above be, and it hereby is, ap- 
proved. 


For the Commission, by the Division of Market 
Regulation pursuant to delegated authority. 


George A. Fitzsimmons 
Secretary 





SECURITIES EXCHANGE ACT OF 1934 
Release No. 18079/September 3, 1981 


An order has been issued granting the application 
of the American Stock Exchange, Inc. to strike the 
common stock ($1 par value) of TREADWAY 
COMPANIES, INC. from listing and registration 
thereon. 





2 See File No. SR—Amex-80-31. 





3 See File No. SR-CBOE-80-24. 
4 See File No. SR-PSE-80-25. 


>See Securities Exchange Act Release Nos. 
17326 (November 21, 1980), 17244 (October 24, 
1980), and 17382 (December 16, 1980). 
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SECURITIES EXCHANGE ACT OF 1934 
Release No. 18080/September 4, 1981 


NOTICE OF FILING OF PROPOSED RULE 
CHANGE BY THE MUNICIPAL SECURITIES 
RULEMAKING BOARD 


(File No. SR-MSRB-81- 12 


The Municipal Securities Rulemaking Board (the 
“MSRB”) submitted on September 1, 1981, a pro- 
posed rule change under Rule 19b-4 to amend 
MSRB rule G-6 relating to the fidelity bonding re- 
quirements for municipal securities brokers and 
municipal securities dealers. Rule G-6 currently 
provides that no municipal securities broker or 
municipal securities dealer may be qualified for 
purposes of rule G-3 (Standards of Professional 
Qualifications) unless such municipal securities 
broker or municipal securities dealer meets the fi- 
delity bonding requirements of the National Asso- 
ciation of Securities Dealers, Inc. or Securities Ex- 
change Act Rule 15b10-11, as applicable, to the 
extent such requirements were in effect on Janu- 
ary 10, 1977. The proposed rule change deletes 
the reference to an exact date thus clarifying that 
municipal securities brokers and municipal securi- 
ties dealers must meet the applicable fidelity 
bonding requirements as currently in effect or as 
amended in the future. 


Publication of the submission is expected to be 
made in the Federal Register during the week of 
September 7, 1981. In order to assist the Commis- 
sion to determine whether to approve the pro- 
posed rule change or to institute proceedings to 
determine whether the proposed rule change 
should be disapproved, interested persons are in- 
vited to submit written data, views, and arguments 
concerning the submission within 21 days from the 
date of publication in the Federal Register. Per- 
sons desiring to make written comments should 
file six copies thereof with the Secretary of the 
Commission, Securities and Exchange Commis- 
sion, 500 North Capitol Street, Washington, D.C. 
20549. Reference should be made to File No. 
SR-MSRB-81-12. 


Copies of the submission and all subsequent 
amendments and all written statements with re- 
spect to the proposed rule change which are filed 
with the Commission and all written communica- 
tions relating to the proposed rule change between 
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the Commission and any person, other than those 
which may be withheld from the public in accord- 
ance with the provisions of 5 U.S.C. §552, will be 
available for inspection and copying at the Com- 
mission’s Public Reference Room, 1100 L Street, 
N.W., Washington, D.C. Copies of the filing and of 
any subsequent amendments will also be avail- 
able at the principal office of the above-mentioned 
self-reguiatory organization. 


For the Commission, by the Division of Market 
Regulation pursuant to delegated authority. 


George A. Fitzsimmons 
Secretary 





SECURITIES EXCHANGE ACT OF 1934 
Release No. 18081/September 4, 1981 


NOTICE OF FILING OF AMENDMENT TO PRO- 
POSED RULE CHANGE BY THE MUNICIPAL SE- 
CURITIES RULEMAKING BOARD 


File No. SR-MSRB- 79-5 


On August 26, 1981, the Municipal Securities 
Rulemaking Board (the ‘“MSRB’) pursuant to Rule 
19b-4 submitted an amendment to a proposed 
rule change to MSRB rule G-12 concerning uni- 
form practices.’ The amendment would shorten 
from eleven to eight days the time period estab- 
lished by the proposed rule change for a municipal 
securities broker or municipal securities dealer 
which has sent a confirmation with respect to an 
interdealer transaction, but has not received a 
contra-confirmation, to initiate procedures to verify 
a transaction. Currently, MSRB rule G—12 requires 
that such a procedure be initiated “promptly”. 


Publication of the submission is expected to be 
made in the Federal Register during the week of 





‘Notice of the proposed rule change 
(SR-MSRB-79-5) was given in Securities Ex- 
change Act Release No. 15901 (June 6, 1979) and 
by publication in the Federal Register (44 FR 
33993 (1979)). 
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September 7, 1981. In order to assist the Commis- 
sion to determine whether to approve the pro- 
posed rule change or institute proceedings to de- 
termine whether the proposed rule change should 
be disapproved, interested persons are invited to 
submit written data, views and arguments con- 
cerning the submission within 21 days from the 
date of publication in the Federal Register. Per- 
sons desiring to make written comments should 
file six copies thereof with the Secretary of the 
Commission, Securities and Exchange Commis- 
sion, 500 North Capitol Street, Washington, D.C. 
20549. Reference should be made to File No. 
SR-MSRB-79-5. 


Copies of the submission, all subsequent amend- 
ments, all written statements with respect to the 
proposed rule change which are filed with the 
Commission, and all written communications 
relating to the proposed rule change between the 
Commission and any person, other than those 
which may be withheld from the public in accord- 
ance with the provisions of 5 U.S.C. 552, will be 
available for inspection and copying at the Com- 
mission’s Public Reference Room, 1100 L Street, 
N.W., Washington, D.C. Copies of the filing and of 
any subsequent amendments will also be avail- 
able at the principal office of the above-mentioned 
self-regulatory organization. 


For the Commission, by the Division of Market 
Regulation pursuant to the delegated authority. 


George A. Fitzsimmons 
Secretary 





SECURITIES EXCHANGE ACT OF 1934 
Release No. 18082/September 4, 1981 


NOTICE OF FILING OF PROPOSED RULE 
CHANGE BY 


NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF SECURITIES 
DEALERS, INC. 


1725 K Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20006 


File No. SR-NASD-81-15 


The National Association of Securities Dealers, 
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Inc. (“NASD”), submitted a proposed rule change 
under Rule 19b-—4 of the Securities Exchange Act 
of 1934 on June 18, 1981, and an amendment 
thereto on August 14, 1981, to amend Part XI of 
Schedule D under Article XVI of its By-Laws 
relating to the standards for determining the crite- 
ria for inclusion on the NASDAQ quotation lists 
submitted to the news media. The proposed rule 
change authorizes the NASDAQ Committee to de- 
termine criteria for selecting the issuers whose 
shares will be quoted on the National and Addi- 
tional NASDAQ Lists (‘Lists’). The NASD states 
that the seven factors which the NASDAQ Com- 
mittee will use in determining the criteria for inclu- 
sion are the number of securities outstanding, 
market value of securities outstanding, price per 
share, net worth and net income of the issuer, 
operating history of the issuer, and dollar value of 
securities traded. The NASD states that the use of 
financial criteria, as well as dollar volume 
standards, is intended to provide stability to the 
quotation lists and permit issuers to readily deter- 
mine whether they qualify for the National List. 
The NASD has submitted a companion rule pro- 
posal (File No. SR-NASD-81-14), setting forth 
the specific financial criteria to be used in 
determining inclusion in the Lists which will be- 
come effective upon issuance of an order by the 
Commission approving this proposed rule change. 


Publication of the submission is expected to be 
made in the Federal Register during the week of 
September 7, 1981. In order to assist the Commis- 
sion in determining whether to approve the pro- 
posed rule change or institute proceedings to de- 
termine whether the proposed rule change should 
be disapproved, interested persons are invited to 
submit written data, views and arguments con- 
cerning the submission within 21 days from the 
date of publication in the Federal Register. Per- 
sons desiring to make written comments concern- 
ing the submission should file six copies thereof 
with the Secretary of the Commission, Securities 
and Exchange Commission, 500 North Capitol 
Street, Washington, D.C. 20549. Reference 
should be made to File No. SR-NASD-81-15. 


Copies of the submission, all subsequent amend- 
ments, all written statements with respect to the 
proposed rule change which are filed with the 
Commission, and of all written communications 
relating to the proposed rule change between the 
Commission and any person, other than those 
which may be withheld from the public in accord- 
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ance with the provisions of 5 U.S.C. §552, will be 
available for inspection and copying at the Com- 
mission’s Public Reference Room, 1100 L Street, 
N.W., Washington, D.C. Copies of the filing and of 
any subsequent amendments also will be avail- 
able at the principal office of the above-mentioned 
self-regulatory organization. 


For the Commission, by the Division of Market 
Regulation pursuant to delegated authority. 


George A. Fitzsimmons 
Secretary 





SECURITIES EXCHANGE ACT OF 1934 
Release No. 18083/September 4, 1981 


NOTICE OF FILING OF PROPOSED RULE 
CHANGE BY 


NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF SECURITIES 
DEALERS, INC. 

1725 K Street, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20006 


File No. SR-NASD-81-14 


The National Association of Securities Dealers, 
Inc. (“NASD”), submitted a proposed rule change 
under Rule 19b-4 of the Securities Exchange Act 
of 1934 (‘Act’) on June 18, 1981, and an amend- 
ment revising the proposed rule change on August 
25, 1981, setting forth the specific financial criteria 
to be used in determining which NASDAQ quoted 
securities will be included on the NASDAQ Nation- 
al and Additional Lists (‘Lists’) for distribution to 
the news media for publication. These new finan- 
cial criteria replace the dollar volume ranking for- 
mula previously used and are adopted pursuant to 
standards proposed by the NASDAQ Committee in 
a companion rule filing (SR-NASD-81-15). Secu- 
rities included on the Lists will be determined 
semi-annually on the basis of information available 
to NASDAQ on the selection date. The proposed 
rule provides that all companies meeting the finan- 
cial criteria will be assured of inclusion in the Na- 
tional List. 


The foregoing change has been filed pursuant to 
Section 19(b)(3)(A) of the Act and at the request of 
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the NASD will become effective upon issuance of 
an order by the Commission approving proposed 
rule SR-NASD-81-15. At any time within sixty 
days of the filing of such proposed rule change, 
the Commission may summarily abrogate such 
rule change if it appears to the Commission that 
such action is necessary or appropriate in the pub- 
lic interest, for the protection of investors, or other- 
wise in furtherance of the purposes of the Securi- 
ties Exchange Act of 1934. 


Publication of the submission is expected to be 
made in the Federal Register during the week of 
September 7, 1981. Interested persons are invited 
to submit written data, views and arguments con- 
cerning the submission within 21 days from the 
date of publication in the Federal Register. Per- 
sons desiring to make written comments concern- 
ing the submission should file six copies thereof 
with the Secretary of the Commission, Securities 
and Exchange Commission, 500 North Capitol 
Street, Washington, D.C. 20549. Reference 
should be made to File No. SR-NASD-81-14. 


Copies of the submission, all subsequent amend- 
ments, all written statements with respect to the 
proposed rule change which are filed with the 
Commission, and all written communications 
relating to the proposed rule change between the 
Commission and any person, other than those 
which may be withheld from the public in accord- 
ance with the provisions of 5 U.S.C. §552, will be 
available for inspection and copying at the Com- 
mission’s Public Reference Room, 1100 L Street, 
N.W., Washington, D.C. 


For the Commission, by the Division of Market 
Regulation pursuant to delegated authority. 


George A. Fitzsimmons 
Secretary 
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SECURITIES EXCHANGE ACT OF 1934 
Release No. 18084/September 8, 1981 


NOTICE OF FILING AND EFFECTIVENESS OF 
PROPOSED RULE CHANGE BY NATIONAL AS- 
SOCIATION OF SECURITIES DEALERS, INC. 


File No. SR-NASD-81-20 


The National Association of Securities Dealers, 
Inc. (the “NASD”) submitted, on August 19, 1981, 
a proposed rule change under Rule 19b-—4 of the 
Securities Exchange Act of 1934 (the “Act’’) to 
amend Schedule A of Article Ill of the NASD By- 
Laws by adding a new Section 9, which provides 
for an assessment fee on all NASD members of 
$.12 per side for each transaction cleared through 
the National Securities Clearing Corporation (the 
“NSCC’). No such fee is currently charged NASD 
members directly. The proposed rule change is 
designed to replace a similar fee previously paid 
directly by the NSCC to the NASD under an agree- 
ment which will terminate in January of 1982. The 
proposed rule change, if not abrogated by the 
Commission, will not be implemented until that 
time. 


The foregoing change has become effective, pur- 
suant to Section 19(b)(3)(A) of the Act. At any time 
within sixty days of the filing of such rule change, 
the Commissicn may summarily abrogate such 
rule change if it appears to the Commission that 
such action is necessary or appropriate in the pub- 
lic interest, for the protection of investors, or other- 
wise in furtherance of the purposes of the Act. 


Publication of the submission is expected to be 
made in the Federal Register during the week of 
September 7, 1981. Interested persons are invited 
to submit written data, views, and arguments con- 
cerning the submission within 21 days from the 
date of publication in the Federal Register. Per- 
sons desiring to make written comments should 
file six copies thereof with the Secretary of the 
Commission, Securities and Exchange Commis- 
sion, 500 North Capitol Street, Washington, D.C. 
20549. Reference should be made to File No. 
SR-NASD-81-20. 


Copies of the Submission, all subsequent amend- 
ments, all written statements with respect to the 
proposed rule change which are filed with the 
Commission, and of all written communications 
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relating to the proposed rule change between the 
Commission and any person, other than those 
which may be withheld from the public in accord- 
ance with the provisions of 5 U.S.C. §552, will be 
available for inspection and copying at the Com- 
mission’s Public Reference Room, 1100 L Street, 
N.W., Washington, D.C. 


For the Commission, by the Division of Market 
Regulation, pursuant to delegated authority. 


George A. Fitzsimmons 
Secretary 





SECURITIES EXCHANGE ACT OF 1934 
Release No. 18085/September 9, 1981 


In the Matter of Applications of the 
MIDWEST STOCK EXCHANGE, INC. 
For Unlisted Trading Privileges 
Securities Exchange Act of 1934 


FINDINGS AND ORDER GRANTING APPLICA- 
TIONS FOR UNLISTED TRADING PRIVILEGES 


The Midwest Stock Exchange (‘MSE’) has filed 
applications with the Commission pursuant to Sec- 
tion 12(f)(1)(B) of the Securities Exchange Act of 
1934 (“Act’’) and Rule 12f-1 [17 CFR 240.12f-1] 
thereunder, for unlisted trading privileges in the 
following securities which are listed on another na- 
tional securities exchange:' 


Cameron Iron Works, Inc. 
Common Stock, $0.208 3 Par Value 
(File No. 7-6026) 


Cenvill Development Corp. 
Common Stock, $.01 Par Value (File 
No. 7-6027) 


' Notice of these applications was given by publi- 
cation in the Federal Register. 46 FR 42792 (Au- 
gust 24, 1981). The Commission has received no 
comments with respect to these applications. 
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Computer Consoles, Inc. 
Common Stock, $.10 Par Value (File 
No. 7-6028) 


Ensource Incorporated 
Common Stock, $.01 Par Value (File 
No. 7-6029) 


Safeguard Scientifics, Inc. 
Stock Purchase Warrants (File No. 
7-6030) 


The Commission finds that approval of the MSE’s 
applications for unlisted trading privileges in these 
securities is consistent with the maintenance of 
fair and orderly markets and the protection of in- 
vestors. As a national securities exchange regis- 
tered with the Commission pursuant to Section 6 
of the Act, the MSE is subject to the provisions of 
paragraph (b) of that section, and to the Commis- 
sion’s inspection authority and oversight responsi- 
bility under Sections 17 and 19 of the Act and the 
rules and regulations thereunder. In addition, 
transactions in the subject securities, regardless 
of the market in which they occur, are reported in 
the consolidated transaction reporting system con- 
templated by Rule 11Aa3-1 under the Act [17 
CFR 240.11Aa3-1]. The availability of last sale in- 
formation for the subject securities should contrib- 
ute to pricing efficiency and to ensuring that trans- 
actions on the MSE are executed at prices which 
are reasonably related to those occurring in other 
markets. Finally the Commission has received no 
comments indicating that the granting of these ap- 
plications would not be consistent with the mainte- 
nance of fair and orderly markets and the protec- 
tion of investors. The Commission further finds 
that approval of the MSE applications will provide 
increased opportunities for competition among 
brokers and dealers and among exchange mar- 
kets consistent with the purposes of the Act and 
the objectives of the national market system. 


ACCORDINGLY, IT IS ORDERED, pursuant to 
Section 12(f)(1)(B) of the Act, that the applications 
for unlisted trading privileges on the Midwest 
Stock Exchange in the above named securities 
are hereby approved. 


For the Commission by the Division of Market 
Regulation pursuant to delegated authority. 


Volume 23, No. 10, September 22, 1981 





George A. Fitzsimmons 
Secretary 





SECURITIES EXCHANGE ACT OF 1934 
Release No. 18086/September 9, 1981 


A notice has been issued giving interested per- 
sons until September 30, 1981 to comment on the 
application of the Philadelphia Stock Exchange, 
Inc. for unlisted trading privileges in the common 
stock ($.01 Par Value) of ENSOURCE, INC. which 
is listed and registered on one or more other na- 
tional securities exchanges and is reported in the 
consolidated transaction reporting system. 





SECURITIES EXCHANGE ACT OF 1934 
Release No. 18087/September 9, 1981 


A notice has been issued giving interested per- 
sons until September 30, 1981 to comment on the 
applications of the Midwest Stock Exchange, Inc. 
for unlisted trading privileges in seven issues 
which are listed and registered on one or more 
other national securities exchanges and are re- 
ported in the consolidated transaction reporting 
system. 





SECURITIES EXCHANGE ACT OF 1934 
Release No. 18088/September 9, 1981 


A notice has been issued giving interested per- 
sons until September 30, 1981 to comment on the 
application of the Pacific Stock Exchange, Inc. for 
unlisted trading privileges in the common stock 
($2 par value) of NABISCO BRANDS INCORPO- 
RATED which is listed and registered on one or 
more other national securities exchanges and is 
reported in the consolidated transaction reporting 
system. 
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SECURITIES EXCHANGE ACT OF 1934 
Release No. 18089/September 10, 1981 


In the Matter of 


PHILADELPHIA STOCK EXCHANGE, INC. 
1900 Market Street 
Philadelphia, PA 19103 


(SR-Phix-11) 


ORDER APPROVING PROPOSED RULE 
CHANGE 


On July 27, 1981, the Philadelphia Stock Ex- 
change, Inc. (“Phix’’) filed with the Commission, 
pursuant to Section 19(b)(1) of the Securities Ex- 
change Act of 1934, 15 U.S.C. 78(s)(b)(1) (the 
“Act’) and Rule 19b-4 thereunder, copies of the 
proposed rule change which amends Commen- 
dary .10 of its Rule 1014 to provide that a Regis- 
tered Options Trader (“ROT”), when initiating an 
opening transaction from on the trading floor, will 
be required to yield priority and parity to all off- 
floor orders, even if the ROT places his on-floor 
order on the specialist's book. 


Notice of the proposed rule change together with 
the terms of substance of the proposed rule 
change was given by publication of a Commission 
Release (Securities Exchange Act Release No. 
34—17991, July 31, 1981) and by publication in the 
Federal Register (46 FR 40124, August 6, 1981). 
No written statements with respect to the pro- 
posed rule change were filed with the Commis- 
sion. 


The Commission finds that the proposed rule 
change is consistent with the requirements of the 
Act and the rules and regulations thereunder ap- 
plicable to national securities exchanges, and in 
particular, the requirements of Section 6, and the 
rules and regulations thereunder. 


IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED, pursuant to Sec- 
tion 19(b)(2) of the Act, that the above-mentioned 
proposed rule change be, and it hereby is, ap- 
proved. 


For the Commission, by the Division of Market 
Regulation pursuant to delegated authority. 


George A. Fitzsimmons 
Secretary 
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SECURITIES EXCHANGE ACT OF 1934 
Release No. 18090/September 10, 1981 


NOTICE OF FILING OF PROPOSED RULE 
CHANGE BY THE CHICAGO BOARD OPTIONS 
EXCHANGE, INCORPORATED 


File No. SR-CBOE-81-18 


The Chicago Board Options Exchange, Incorpo- 
rated (“CBOE”) submitted on August 21, 1981, a 
proposed rule change under Rule 19b-—4 to pro- 
vide for trading of a “market basket” Treasury 
bond options contract and “mini-series” Treasury 
securities options.' 


Publication of the mission is expected to be made 
in the Federal Register during the week of Sep- 
tember 14, 1981. In order to assist the Commis- 
sion to determine whether to approve the pro- 
posed rule change or institute proceedings to 
determine whether the proposed rule change 
should be disapproved, interested persons are in- 
vited to submit written data, views and arguments 
concerning the submission within 21 days from the 
date of publication in the Federal Register. Per- 
sons desiring to make written comments should 
file six copies thereof with the Secretary of the 
Commission, Securities and Exchange Commis- 
sion, 500 North Capitol Street, Washington, D.C. 
20549. Reference should be made to File No. 
SR-CBOE-81-18. 


Copies of the submission, all subsequent amend- 
ments, all written statements with respect to the 
proposed rule change which are filed with the 
Commission, and all written communications 
relating to the proposed rule change between the 
Commission and any person, other than those 
which may be withheld from the public in accord- 
ance with the provisions of 5 U.S.C. 552, will be 
available for inspection and copying at the Com- 
mission’s Public Reference Room, 1100 L Street, 





1 The proposed rule chaange consists of amend- 
ments to proposed rules currently being consid- 
ered by the Commission staff. See File No. 
SR-CBOE-80-8 and Securities Exchange Act 
Release No. 17325 (November 21, 1981), 45 FR 
79612 (December 1, 1981); as amended by Secu- 
rities Exchange Act Release No. 18039 (August 
17, 1981), 46 FR 42390 (August 20, 1981). 
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N.W., Washington, D.C. Copies of the filing and of 
any subsequent amendments will also be avail- 
able at the principal office of the above-mentioned 
self-regulatory organization. 


For the Commission, by the Division of Market 
Regulation pursuant to delegated authority. 


George A. Fitzsimmons 
Secretary 





SECURITIES EXCHANGE ACT OF 1934 
Release No. 18091/September 10, 1981 


In the Matter of the 


CHICAGO BOARD OPTIONS 
EXCHANGE, INCORPORATED 

LaSalle at Jacksori 

Chicago, Illinois 60604 


(SR-CBOE-81-14) 


ORDER APPROVING PROPOSED RULE 
CHANGE 


On July 24, 1981, the Chicago Board Options Ex- 
change, Inc. filed with the Commission, pursuant 
to Section 19(b)(1) of the Securities Exchange Act 
of 1934, 15 U.S.C. 78(s)(b)(1) (“Act”) and Rule 
19b-4 thereunder, copies of a proposed rule 
change which limits the imposition of restrictions 
on selling options at a discount in connection with 
a public distribution of securities underlying the 
options to those instances when requested by un- 
derwriters of the public distribution. 


Notice of the proposed rule change together with 
the terms of substance of the proposed rule 
change was given by issuance of a Commission 
Release (Securities Exchange Act Release No. 
18005, August 5, 1981) and by publication in the 
Federal Register (46 FR 40853, August 12, 1981). 
No comments were received with respect to the 
proposed rule filing. 


The Commission finds that the proposed rule 
change is consistent with the requirements of the 
Act and the rules and regulations thereunder ap- 
plicable to a national securities exchanges and, in 
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particular, the requirements of Section 6 of the Act 
and the rules and regulations thereunder. 


IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED, pursuant to Sec- 
tion 19(b)(2) of the Act, that the above-mentioned 
proposed rule change be, and it hereby is, ap- 
proved. 


For the Commission, by the Division of Market 
Regulation pursuant to delegated authority. 


George A. Fitzsimmons 
Secretary 
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ACT OF 1935 





PUBLIC UTILITY HOLDING COMPANY ACT OF 
1935 
Release No. 22182/September 3, 1981 


In the Matter of 


LOUISIANA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 
142 Delaronde Street 
New Orleans, Louisiana 70174 


(70-6635) 


NOTICE OF PROPOSED ISSUANCE AND SALE 
OF FIRST MORTGAGE BONDS AND 
PREFERRED STOCK AT COMPETITIVE BID- 
DING 


Louisiana Power & Light Company (‘Louisiana’), 
an electric utility subsidiary of Middle South Utili- 
ties, Inc., a registered holding company, has filed 
a declaration with this Commission pursuant to 
Sections 6(a) and 7 of the Public Utility Holding 
Company Act of 1935 (‘Act’) and Rule 50 there- 
under. 


Louisiana proposes to issue and sell up to 
$175,000,000 principal amount of its first mort- 
gage bonds in one or more series from time to 
time not later than April 14, 1982. Louisiana pres- 
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ently proposes to issue and sell not more than 
$100,000,000 principal amount of said bonds in a 
single series in October 1981. The terms will be 
determined by competitive bidding. The bonds will 
be issued under the company’s Mortgage and 
Deed of Trust, dated as of April 1, 1944, as here- 
tofore supplemented and as to be further supple- 
mented by supplemental indentures to be dated as 
of the first day of the month in which each series 
of bonds is issued. 


Louisiana also intends to establish one or more 
new series of its Preferred Stock, Cumulative, 
$100 par value and/or its Preferred Stock, Cumu- 
lative, $25 par value, having an aggregate par 
value of not more than $50,000,000, and proposes 
to issue and sell said preferred stock in one or 
more series from time to time no later than April 
14, 1982. The terms of the preferred stock will be 
determined by competitive bidding. The sale of the 
preferred stock in one or more series is expected 
to take place subsequent to the sale of the initial 
series of the bonds. 


The declaration states that Louisiana may request 
by amendment that the respective sale or sales of 
bonds and/or preferred stock be excepted from the 
competitive bidding requirements of Rule 50, 
should circumstances develop which, in the opin- 
ion of the company, make such exception in the 
best interests of the company and its investors 
and consumers. 


Louisiana will apply the aggregate net proceeds 
derived from the issue and sale of the bonds and 
the preferred stock to the payment at maturity of 
$50,000,000 in principal amount of the company’s 
First Mortgage Bonds, 912% Series due November 
1, 1981, to the payment in part of short-term 
borrowings, to the financing in part of the compa- 
ny’s construction program, and to other corporate 
purposes. 


The declaration and any amendments thereto are 
available for public inspection through the Com- 
mission's Office of Public Reference. Interested 
persons wishing to comment or request a hearing 
should submit their views in writing by October 1, 
1981, to the Secretary, Securities and Exchange 
Commission, Washington, D.C. 20549, and serve 
a copy on the declarant at the address specified 
above. Proof of service (by affidavit or, in case of 
an attorney at law, by certificate) should be filed 
with the request. Any request for a hearing shall 
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identify specifically the issues of fact or law that 
are disputed. A person who so requests will be 
notified of any hearing, if ordered, and will receive 
a copy of any notice or order issued in this matter. 
After said date, the declaration, as filed or as it 
may be amended, may be permitted to become ef- 
fective. 


For the Commission, by the Division of Corporate 
Regulation, pursuant to delegated authority. 


George A. Fitzsimmons 
Secretary 





PUBLIC UTILITY HOLDING COMPANY ACT OF 
1935 
Release No. 22183/September 4, 1981 


In the Matter of 


PENNSYLVANIA ELECTRIC COMPANY 
1001 Broad Street 
Johnstown, Pennsylvania 15907 


(70-5987) 


NOTICE OF PROPOSED EXTENSION AND 
AMENDMENT OF SHORT-TERM DEBT AU- 
THORIZATION 


Pennsylvania Electric Company (‘‘Penelec’), an 
electric utility subsidiary of General Public Utilities 
Inc. (“GPU”), a registered holding company, has 
filed with this Commission a post-effective amend- 
ment to an application previously filed and 
amended pursuant to Section 6(b) of the Public 
Utility Holding Company Act of 1935 (‘Act’), and 
Rule 50 thereunder. 


By order dated February 23, 1981 (HCAR No. 
21928), the Commission granted Penelec authori- 
ty to issue or renew, from time to time until Octo- 
ber 1, 1981, its unsecured promissory notes ma- 
turing not more than nine months after the date of 
issue, evidencing short-term bank borrowings, 
provided that the aggregate principal amount of 
such unsecured promissory notes outstanding at 
any one time, when added to Penelec’s secured 
borrowings outstanding under the GPU System 
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Revolving Credit Agreement did not exceed the 
lesser of (a) $116,000,000 or (b) the amount 
permitted by Penelec’s Articles of Incorporation. 


By order dated June 19, 1979 (HCAR No. 21107) 
in File No. 70-6311, the Commission authorized 
Penelec to issue, sell and renew from time to time 
through October 1, 1981, its secured promissory 
notes (having a maturity of not more than six 
months from the date of issue) pursuant to the 
GPU System Revolving Credit Agreement dated 
June 15, 1979 as amended. The Commission’s or- 
der, among other things, authorized Penelec to in- 
cur indebtedness under the Revolving Credit 
Agreement up to an amount which, when added to 
its other outstanding short-term borrowings, would 
not in the aggregate exceed the lesser of (a) 
$116,000,000 or (b) the amount permitted by 
Penelec’s Articles of Incorporation. 


Borrowings under the GPU System Revolving 
Credit Agreement are secured by the guarantee of 
GPU, by the common stock of GPU’s subsidiaries 
and, in the case of Metropolitan Edison Company 
and Jersey Central Power & Light, by certain other 
collateral. By a pending post-effective amendment 
filed in File No. 70-6311, Penelec, together with its 
affiliates, has requested authority to enter into a 
new GPU System Revolving Credit Agreement 
(‘New Credit Agreement’’) pursuant to which 
Penelec would issue, sell and renew from time to 
time through December 31, 1983, its secured 
promissory notes maturing not more than three 
months from the date of issue. 


Penelec believes that it would be advantageous 
for it to continue to have the flexibility to borrow 
under both unsecured credit lines and the New 
Credit Agreement since from time to time it may 
be less costly and more expeditious to borrow pur- 
suant to unsecured credit lines. Penelec proposes 
to issue, sell and renew, from time to time until De- 
cember 31, 1982, its unsecured promissory notes 
to banks evidencing short-term bank borrowings 
provided that the aggregate principal amount of 
such unsecured promissory notes outstanding at 
any one time, when added to Penelec’s 
borrowings outstanding at any one time under the 
New Credit Agreement, shall not in the aggregate 
exceed $80,000,000, or such lesser amount as 
may be permitted by Penelec’s Articles of Incorpo- 
ration. At June 30, 1981, Penelec’s Articles of In- 
corporation would limit its permissible short-term 
debt to approximately $123,000,000. 
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Penelec is normally required to maintain 
compensating balances ranging from a minimum 
of 10% of the available line to a maximum of 10% 
of the line plus 10% of the loan outstnading. 
Penelec also proposes to borrow at rates in ex- 
cess of the prime rate with lower compensating ar- 
rangements. However, the effective interest cost 
of any of Penelec’s borrowings, after giving effect 
to compensating balance requirements, would not 
result in an effective cost to Penelec in excess of 
125% of the lending bank’s prime rate in effect 
from time to time. In all other respects the transac- 
tions as heretofore authorized by the Commission 
would remain unchanged. 


The amended application and any amendments 
thereto are available for public inspection through 
the Commission’s Office of Public Reference. In- 
terested persons wishing to comment or request a 
hearing should submit their views in writing by 
September 28, 1981, to the Secretary, Securities 
and Exchange Commission, Washington, D.C. 
20549, and serve a copy on the applicants at the 
address specified above. Proof of service (by affi- 
davit or, in case of an attorney at law, by certifi- 
cate) should be filed with request. Any request for 
hearing shall identify specifically the issues of fact 
or law that are disputed. A person who so re- 
quests will be notified of any hearing, if ordered, 
and will receive a copy of any notice or order is- 
sued in this matter. After said date, the applica- 
tion, as filed or as it may be further amended, may 
be granted and permitted to become effective. 


For the Commission, by the Division of Corporate 
Regulation, pursuant to delegated authority. 


George A. Fitzsimmons 
Secretary 
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PUBLIC UTILITY HOLDING COMPANY ACT OF 
1935 
Release No. 22184/September 4, 1981 


In the Matter of 


JERSEY CENTRAL POWER & LIGHT 
COMPANY 

Madison Avenue at Punch Bowl Road 

Morristown, New Jersey 07960 


(70-6098) 


NOTICE OF PROPOSED EXTENSION AND 
AMENDMENT OF SHORT-TERM DEBT AU- 
THORIZATION 


Jersey Central Power & Light Company 
(“JCP&L”), an electric utility subsidiary of General 
Public Utilities Corporation (“GPU”), a registered 
holding company, has filed a post-effective 
amendment to its application previously filed and 
amended pursuant to Section 6(b) of the Public 
Utility Holding Company Act of 1935 (‘Act’) and 
Rule 50 thereunder. 


By order dated January 28, 1981 (HCAR No. 
21900), the Commission granted JCP&L authority 
to issue or renew, from time to time until October 
1, 1981, its unsecured promissory notes maturing 
not more than nine months after date of issue, 
evidencing short-term bank borrowings, provided 
that the aggregate principal amount of such 
unsecured promissory notes outstanding at any 
one time, when added to JCP&L’s secured 
borrowings outstanding under the GPU System re- 
volving Credit Agreement, did not exceed the less- 
er of (a) $160,000,000 or (b) the amount permitted 
by JCP&L’s Charter. 


By order dated August 18, 1980 (HCAR No. 
21681) in File No. 70-6311, the Commission au- 
thorized JCP&L to issue, sell and renew from time 
to time through October 1, 1981, its secured prom- 
issory notes (having a maturity of not more than 
six months from the date of issue) pursuant to the 
GPU System Revolving Credit Agreement dated 
as of June 15, 1979, as amended. The Commis- 
sion’s order, among other things, authorized 
JCP&L to incur indebtedness under the Revolving 
Credit Agreement up to an amount which, when 
added to its other outstanding short-term bor- 
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rowings, would not in the aggregate exceed the 
lesser of (a) $160,000,000 or (b) the amount per- 
mitted by JCP&L’s Charter. 


Borrowings under the GPU System Revolving 
Credit Agreement are secured by the guarantee of 
GPU, by the common stock of GPU’s subsidiaries 
and, in the case of JCP&L and Metropolitan 
Edison, by certain other collateral. By a pending 
post-effective amendment filed in File No. 70- 
6311, JCP&L, together with its affiliates, has re- 
quested authority to enter into a new GPU System 
Revolving Credit Agreement (“New Credit Agree- 
ment’) pursuant to which JCP&L would issue, sell 
and renew from time to time through December 
31, 1982, its secured promissory notes maturing 
not more than three months from the date of issue. 


JCP&L believes that it would be advantageous for 
it to continue to have the flexibility to borrow under 
both unsecured credit lines and the New Credit 
Agreement since from time to time it may be less 
costly and more expeditious to borrow pursuant to 
unsecured credit lines. JCP&L proposes to issue, 
sell and renew, from time to time until December 
31, 1982, its unsecured promissory notes to banks 
evidencing short-term bank borrowings provided 
that the aggregate principal amount of such 
unsecured promissory notes outstanding at any 
one time, when added to JCP&L’s borrowings out- 
standing at any one time under the New Credit 
Agreement, shall not in the aggregate exceed 
$135,000,000, or such lesser amount as may be 
permitted by JCP&L’s Charter. At June 30, 1981, 
JCP&L’s Charter would limit its permissible short- 
term debt to approximately $158,000,000. In all 
other repsects the transactions as heretofore au- 
thorized by the Commission would remain un- 
changed including the fact that such borrowings 
will continue to bear interest at a rate not to ex- 
ceed 125% of the lending bank’s prime rate. As- 
suming a prime rate of 20% the effective cost of 
borrowings would be 25%. 


The amended application and any amendments 
thereto are available for public inspection through 
the Commission’s Office of Public Reference. In- 
terested persons wishing to comment or request a 
hearing should submit their views in writing by 
September 28, 1981, to the Secretary, Securities 
and Exchange Commission, Washington, D.C. 
20549, and serve a copy on the applicants at the 
address specified above. Proof of service (by affi- 
davit or, in case of an attorney at law, by certifi- 
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cate) should be filed with the request. Any request 
for hearing shall identify specifically the issues of 
fact or law that are disputed. A person who so re- 
quests will be notified of any hearing, if ordered, 
and will receive a copy of any notice or order is- 
sued in this matter. After said date, the applica- 
tion, as filed or as it may be further amended, may 
be granted and permitted to become effective. 


For the Commission, by the Division of Corporate 
Regulation, pursuant to delegated authority. 


George A. Fitzsimmons 
Secretary 





PUBLIC UTILITY HOLDING COMPANY ACT OF 
1935 
Release No. 22185/August 4, 1981 


In the Matter of 


METROPOLITAN EDISON COMPANY 
2800 Pottsville Pike 

Muhlenberg Township 

Berks County, Pennsylvania 19605 


(70-6283) 


NOTICE OF PROPOSED EXTENSION AND 
AMENDMENT OF SHORT-TERM DEBT AU- 
THORIZATION 


Metropolitan Edison Company (‘‘Met-Ed’’), an 
electric utility subsidiary of General Public Utilities 
Corporation (“GPU”), a registered holding compa- 
ny, has filed a post-effective amendment to its ap- 
plication previously filed and amended pursuant to 
Section 6(b) of the Public Utility Holding Company 
Act of 1935 (‘Act’) and Rule 50 thereunder. 


By order dated February 26, 1981 (HCAR No. 
21934), The Commission granted Met-Ed authority 
to issue or renew, from time to time until October 
1, 1981, its unsecured promissory notes maturing 
not more than nine months after date of issue, 
evidencing short-term bank borrowings, provided 
that the aggregate principal amount of such 
unsecured promissory notes outstanding at any 
one time, when added to Met-Ed’s secured 
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borrowings outstanding under the GPU System 
Revolving Credit Agreement, did not exceed the 
lesser of (a) $124,000,000 or (b) the amount 
permitted by Met-Ed’s Articles of Incorporation. 


By order dated October 30, 1979 (HCAR No. 
21276) in File No. 70-6311, the Commission au- 
thorized Met-Ed to issue, sell and renew from time 
to time through October 1, 1981, its secured 
promissiory notes (having a maturity of not more 
than six months from the date of issue) pursuant 
to the GPU System Revolving Credit Agreement 
dated as of June 15, 1979, as amended. The 
Commission’s order, among other things, author- 
ized Met-Ed to incur indebtedness under the Re- 
volving Credit Agreement up to an amount which, 
when added to its other outstanding short-term 
borrowings, would not in the aggregate exceed the 
lesser of (a) $125,000,000 or (b) the amount 
permitted by Met-Ed’s Articles of Incorporation. 


Borrowings under the GPU System Revolving 
Credit Agreement are secured by the guarantee of 
GPU, by the common stock of GPU’s subsidiaries 
and, in the case of Met-Ed and Jersey Central 
Power & Light, by certain other collateral. By a 
pending post-effective amendment filed in File No. 
70-6311, Met-Ed, together with is affiliates, has 
requested authority to enter into a new GPU Sys- 
tem Revolving Credit Agreement (“New Credit 
Agreement’) pursuant to which Met-Ed would is- 
sue, sell and renew from time to time through De- 
cember 31, 1983, its secured promissory notes 
maturing not more than three months from the 
date of issue. 


Met-Ed believes that it would be advantageous for 
it to continue to have the flexibility to borrow under 
both unsecured credit lines and the New Credit 
Agreement since from time to time it may be less 
costly and more expeditious to borrow pursuant to 
unsecured credit lines. Met-Ed proposes to issue, 
sell and renew, from time to time until December 
31, 1982, its unsecured promissory notes to banks 
evidencing short-term bank borrowings provided 
that the aggregate principal amount of such 
unsecured promissory notes outstanding at any 
one time, when added to Met-Ed’s borrowings out- 
standing at any one time under the New Credit 
Agreement, shall not in the aggregate exceed 
$55,000,000, or such lesser amount as may be 
permitted by Met-Ed’s Articles of Incorporation. At 
June 30, 1981, Met-Ed’s Articles of Incorporation 
would limit its permissible short-term debt to ap- 
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proximately $99,000,000. In all other respects the 
transactions as heretofore authorized by the Com- 
mission would remain unchanged including the 
fact that such borrowings will continue to bear in- 
terest at a rate not to exceed 125% of the lending 
banks’s prime rate. Assuming a prime rate of 20% 
the effective cost of borrowing would be 25%. 


The amended application and any amended appli- 
cation and any amendments thereto are available 
for public inspection through the Commission's Of- 
fice of Public Reference. Interested persons 
wishing to comment or request a hearing should 
submit their views in writing by September 28, 
1981, to the Secretary, Securities and Exchange 
Commission, Washington, D.C. 20549, and serve 
a copy on the applicants at the address specified 
above. Proof of service (by affidavit or, in case of 
an attorney at law, by certificate) should be filed 
with the request. Any request for hearing shall 
identify specifically the issues of fact or law that 
are disputed. A person who so requests will be 
notified of any hearing, if ordered, and will receive 
a copy of any notice or order issued in this matter. 
After said date, the application, as filed or as it 
may be further amended, may be granted and 
permitted to become effective. 


For the Commission, by the Division of Corporate 
Regulation, pursuant to delegated authority. 


George A. Fitzsimmons 
Secretary 
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PUBLIC UTILITY HOLDING COMPANY ACT OF 
1935 
Release No. 22186/September 4, 1981 


In the Matter of 


GENERAL PUBLIC UTILITIES CORPORATION 
100 Interpace Parkway 
Parsippany, New Jersey 07054 


(70-6099) 


NOTICE OF PROPOSED EXTENSION AND 
AMENDMENT OF SHORT-TERM DEBT AU- 
THORIZATION 


General Public Utilities Corporation (“GPU”), a 
registered holding company, has filed a post- 
effective amendment to its application previously 
filed and amended pursuant to Section 6(b) of the 
Public Utility Holding Company Act of 1935 (‘‘Act’’) 
and Rule 50 thereunder. 


By order dated February 23, 1981 (HCAR No. 
21929), the Commission granted GPU authority to 
issue or renew, from time to time until October 1, 
1981, its unsecured promissory notes maturing not 
more than nine months after date of issue, 
evidencing short-term bank borrowings, provided 
that the aggregate principal amount of such 
unsecured promissory notes outstanding at any 
one time, when added to GPU’s secured borrow- 
ings outstanding under the GPU System Revolv- 
ing Credit Agreement, did not exceed 
$150,000,000. 


By order dated August 18, 1980 (HCAR No. 
21681) in File No. 70-6311, the Commission au- 
thorized GPU to issue, sell and renew from time to 
time through October 1, 1981, its secured promis- 
sory notes (having a maturity of not more than six 
months from the date of issue) pursuant to the 
GPU System Revolving Credit Agreement dated 
as of June 15, 1979, as amended. The Commis- 
sion’s order, among other things, authorized GPU 
to incur indebtedness under the Agreement up to 
an amount which, when added to its other out- 
standing short-term borrowings, would not in the 
aggregate exceed $150,000,000. 


Borrowings under the GPU System Revolving 
Credit Agreement are secured by the guarantee of 
GPU, by the common stock of GPU's subsidiaries 
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and, in the case of Metropolitan Edison and Jersey 
Central Power & Light, by certain other collateral. 
By a pending post-effective amendment filed in 
File No. 70-6311, GPU, together with its subsidi- 
ary operating companies, has requested authority 
to enter into a new GPU System Revolving Credit 
Agreement (“New Credit Agreement’) pursuant to 
which GPU would issue, sell and renew from time 
to time through December 31, 1982, its secured 
promissory notes maturing not more than three 
months from the date of issue. 


GPU believes that it would be advantageous for it 
to continue to have the flexibility to borrow under 
both unsecured credit lines and the New Credit 
Agreement since from time to time it may be less 
costly and more expeditious to borrow pursuant to 
unsecured credit lines. GPU proposes to issue, 
sell and renew, from time to time until December 
31, 1982, its unsecured promissory notes to banks 
evidencing short-term bank borrowings provided 
that the aggregate principal amount of such 
unsecured promissory notes outstanding at any 
one time, when added to GPU’s borrowings out- 
standing at any one time under the New Credit 
Agreement, shall not in the aggregate exceed 
$80,000,000. In all other respects the transactions 
as heretofore authorized by the Commission 
would remain unchanged including the fact that 
such borrowings will continue to bear interest at a 
rate not to exceed 125% of the lending bank’s 
prime rate. Assuming a prime rate of 20% the ef- 
fective cost of borrowing would be 25%. 


The amended application and any amendments 
thereto are available for public inspection through 
the Commission's Office of Public Reference. In- 
terested persons wishing to comment cr request a 
hearing should submit their views in writing by 
September 28, 1981, to the Secretary, Securities 
and Exchange Commission, Washington, D.C. 
20549, and serve a copy on the applicants at the 
address specified above. Proof of service (by affi- 
davit or, in case of any attorney at law, by certifi- 
cate) should be filed with the request. Any request 
for hearing shall identify specifically the issues of 
fact or law that are disputed. A person who so re- 
quests will be notified of any hearing, if ordered, 
and will receive a copy of any notice or order is- 
sued in this matter. After said date, the applica- 
tion, as filed or as it may be further amended, may 
be granted and permitted to become effective. 


For the Commission, by the Division of Corporate 
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Regulation, pursuant to delegated authority. 


George A. Fitzsimmons 
Secretary 





PUBLIC UTILITY HOLDING COMPANY ACT OF 
1935 
Release No. 22187/September 4, 1981 


In the Matter of 


ALLEGHENY POWER SYSTEM, INC. 
320 Park Avenue 
New York, New York 10022 


(70-6632) 


NOTICE OF PROPOSAL BY HOLDING COMPA- 
NY TO ISSUE SHORT-TERM NOTES TO BANKS 
AND COMMERCIAL PAPER TO DEALER 


Allegheny Power System, Inc. (‘Allegheny’), a 
registered holding company, has filed an applica- 
tion with this Commission pursuant to Section 6(b) 
of the Public Utility Holding Company Act of 1935 
(“Act”), and Rule 50 promulgated thereunder. 


Allegheny proposes to issue, reissue, sell and re- 
new from time to time through March 31, 1983 
short-term notes to banks and commercial paper 
to a dealer in a maximum aggregate principal 
amount outstanding at any one time of 
$225,000,000, including any notes to banks or 
commercial paper as may still be outstanding pur- 
suant to the Commission's order of March 31, 
1980 (HCAR No. 21504). Such notes and com- 
mercial paper will be issued and renewed from 
time to time prior to March 31, 1983 provided that 
no such notes or commercial paper shall mature 
after September 30, 1983. As of September 30, 
1981, it is expected that Allegheny will have 
$40,000,000 of short-term debt outstanding if the 
Bath County transactions proposed in File No. 
70-6613 are authorized by the Commission and 
consummated. No short-term debt is expected to 
be outstanding if those transactions have not been 
consummated. 


Each note payable to a bank will be dated as of 
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the date of the borrowing which it evidences, will 
mature not more than 270 days after the date of 
issuance or renewal thereof, will bear interest at 
the prime or equivalent interest rate in effect at the 
time of issurance, or in effect from time to time, at 
the bank at which the borrowings is made and will 
be prepayable at any time without premium or 
penalty. The name or names of the banks from 
which such borrowings are proposed to be ef- 
fected (maximum $240 million for all companies in 
the Allegheny Power System outstanding at any 
one time) and the maximum aggregate principal 
amount of loans which may be outstanding to any 
one or more of the companies in the Allegheny 
Power System, including Allegheny, from each 
bank at any one time are as follows: 


Citibank, N.A., New York, New York 

The Chemical Bank, New York, New York 

Mellon Bank, N.A., Pittsburgh, 
Pennsylvania 

Pittsburgh National Bank, Pittsburgh, 
Pennsylvania 

Manufacturers Hanover Trust Co., New 
York, New York 

Irving Trust, New York, New York 

Chase Manhattan Bank, N.A., New York, 
New York 


$ 40,000,000 
30,000,000 


70,000,000 
17,500,000 


75,000,000 
5,000,000 


2,500,000 
$240,000,000 


The maximum amount of such borrowings on be- 
half of Allegheny at any one time outstanding will 
not, when taken together with any commercial pa- 
per then outstanding, be in excess of $225 million. 


Allegheny and its subsidiaries have established 
lines of credit with various banks for short-term 
borrowings. Balances are maintained to meet reg- 
ular operating requirements at all of these banks 
as well as, when necessary, in connection with 
these lines of credit. Compensating cash balance 
requirements are generally either on the basis of a 
percentage of the line of credit extended by such 
bank, or a higher percentage of notes outstanding, 
whichever is greater, or a percentage of the line of 
credit plus a percentage of notes outstanding, in 
every case on an average annual basis. If such 
balances were maintained by Allegheny solely to 
fulfill compensating balance requirements for 
borrowings to be made by Allegheny the effective 
interest cost to Allegheny of issuing and selling the 
notes would not be more than 25% of the basis of 
a prime commercial credit rate of 20%. 


Certain of the banks listed above have offered to 
substitute fees for, or to be used in conjunction 
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with, lower compensating balances. The fee ar- 
rangements vary and would not be utilized unless 
the effective cost thereof is less than the compen- 
sating balance arrangement in effect at the bank 
at that time. The proposed fee arrangements pro- 
duce an effective interest cost of issuing and sell- 
ing the notes of not more than 23.9% on the basis 
of a prime commercial rate of 20% rather than the 
25% effective cost resulting from meeting com- 
pensating balance requirements set forth above. 


The commercial paper will be in the form of prom- 
issory notes in denominations of not less than 
$50,000,000 nor more than $5,000,000 and will be 
of varying maturities, with no maturity more than 
270 days after the date of issue; none will be 
prepayable prior to maturity. Allegheny has desig- 
nated A.G. Becker & Co., Incorporated as its com- 
mercial paper dealer. The commercial paper notes 
will be sold directly to the dealer, at a discount, not 
in excess of the discount rate per annum prevail- 
ing at the time of issuance for commercial paper of 
comparable quality and of the particular maturity 
sold by issuers to dealers in commercial paper. 
The dealer may reoffer the commercial paper at a 
discount rate of % of 1% per annum less than the 
discount rate of Allegheny. Allegheny may issue 
commercial paper notes if (1) the interest cost 
thereof is equal to or less than the effective cost at 
which Allegheny could borrow the same amount 
from the above banks at that time or (2) Allegheny 
cannot at that time borrow the same amount for 
the same period of time from the above banks. 
The delaer will reoffer the commercial paper notes 
to not more than 200 of its customers, identified 
and designated in a non-public list prepared in ad- 
vance. No sale of commercial paper of Allegheny 
will be made to any customer unless that customer 
has received up to date reports as to Allegheny’s 
credit position. No additions will be made which 
would increase the customer list which will include 
commercial banks, insurance companies, corpo- 
rate pension funds, investment trusts, foundations, 
colleges and universities, financial companies and 
nonfinancial corporations which invest funds in 
commercial paper. It is expected that the commer- 
cial paper notes will be held at the dealer’s cus- 
tomers to maturity, but if the customers wish to 
resell prior to maturity, the dealer, pursuant to a 
verbal repurchase agreement, will repurchase the 
notes and reoffer them to others on said list. 


Allegheny requests any exception from the com- 
petitive bidding requirements of Rule 50 pursuant 
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to subparagraph (a)(5) thereof since it is not prac- 
ticable to invite competitive bids for commercial 
paper and current rates for commercial paper for 
prime borrowers such as Allegheny are published 
daily in financial publications. 


Allegheny will use the proceeds of the proposed 
short-term borrowings to operate its business as a 
utility holding company, to make advances to 
Allegheny Pittsburgh Coal Company and 
Allegheny Generating Company, and to purchase 
common stock in its electric utility subsidiaries and 
Allegheny Generating Company. The following ta- 
ble sets forth the projected investments by 
Allegheny in its subsidiaries through 1983 (in mil- 
lions): 


Investments Total * 


Monogahela Power Company $40.5 
The Potomac Edision Company 76.5 
West Penn Power Company 88.0 


*Includes $85 million to be used to acquire common equity of 
Allegheny Generating Company 


The application and any amendments thereto are 
available for public inspection through the Com- 
mission’s Office of Public Reference. Interested 
persons wishing to comment or request a hearing 
should submit their views in writing by September 
28, 1981, to the Secretary, Securities and Ex- 
change Commission, Washington, D.C. 20549, 
and serve a copy on the applicant at the address 
specified above. Proof of service (by affidavit or, in 
the case of an attorney-at-law, by certificate) 
should be filed with the request. Any request for a 
hearing shall identify specifically the issues of fact 
or law that are disputed. A person who so re- 
quests will be notified of any notice or order issued 
in this matter. After said date, the application, as 
fiied or as it may be amended, may be granted. 


For the Commission, by the Division of Corporate 
Regulation, pursuant to delegated authority. 


George A. Fitzsimmons 
Secretary 





Volume 23, No. 10, September 22, 1981 





PUBLIC UTILITY HOLDING COMPANY ACT OF 
1935 
Release No. 22188/September 8, 1981 


In the Matter of 


CONNECTICUT YANKEE ATOMIC POWER 
COMPANY 

THE CONNECTICUT LIGHT AND POWER 
COMPANY 

THE HARTFORD ELECTRIC LIGHT COMPANY 

P.O. Box 270 

Hartford, Connecticut 06101 


NEW ENGLAND POWER COMPANY 
25 Research Drive 
Westborough, Massachusetts 01581 


CENTRAL MAINE POWER COMPANY 
Edison Drive 
Augusta, Maine 04336 


MONTAUP ELECTRIC COMPANY 
% Eastern Utilities Associates 
P.O. Box 2333 


(70-6636) 


NOTICE OF PROPOSED BORROWINGS UNDER 
REVOLVING CREDIT AGREEMENT AND ISSU- 
ANCE OF DEBENTURES: GUARANTEE OF 
LOANS AND DEBENTURES 


Connecticut Yankee Atomic Power Company (the 
“Company’’), a subsidiary of Northeast Utilities 
(‘NU’) and New England Electric Systems 
(“NEES”), both registered holding companies, The 
Connecticut Light and Power Company (“CL&P”), 
The Hartford Electric Light Company (‘““HELCO”) 
and Western Massachusetts Electric Company 
(“WMECO’"), all subsidiaries of NU; New England 
Power Company (‘NEP’), a subsidiary of NEES; 
Montaup Electric Company (‘“MONTAUP”) a sub- 
sidiary of Eastern Edison Company, in turn a sub- 
sidiary of Eastern Utilities Associates (“EUA”), a 
registered holding company; and Central Maine 
Power Company (‘Central Maine’), an exempt 
holding company, have filed an application- 
declaration with this Commission pursuant to Sec- 
tions 6(a), 7, 9(a)(1), 9(a)(2) and 10 of the Public 
Utility Holding Company Act of 1935 (‘Act’) and 
Rules 2(a) and 11(a) promulgated thereunder. 
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The Company is the owner of a 575,000 KW nu- 
clear electric generating plant (the ‘“Plant’) in 
Haddam, Connecticut, which has been in commer- 
cial operation since January 1968. Outstanding 
shares of the Company’s common stock are 
owned by eleven New England electric utilities 
(the “Sponsors’). By order dated September 26, 
1963, July 17, 1964, January 6, 1965, August 1, 
1966 and December 22, 1967 (HCAR Nos. 14947, 
15106, 15172, 15536 and 15930), the Commission 
authorized, among other things, the organization 
of the Company and the initial financing for the 
Plant. 


The Company proposes to incur up to 
$50,000,000 of revolving credit bank loans (the 
“Revolving Credit Loans’), and to issue up to 
$50,000,000 of the Company's 17% sinking fund 
debentures due 1996 (the “Debentures’’), as part 
of the Company’s 1981 financing program. The 
Revolving Credit Loans and the Debentures are to 
be guaranteed by the Sponsors. 


The Company presently has outstanding first mort- 
gage bonds and pollution control notes and these 
will remain outstanding and not be affected by the 
1981 financing program. The Company will also 
continue the arrangement entered into in 1979 un- 
der which up to $50,000,000 of uranium for nucle- 
ar fuel is being financed under a trust arrange- 
ment. The Company is obligated to purchase the 
fuel on completion of enrichment and reimburse 
the trust for payments made by the trust and for 
financing costs. At June 30, 1981 the Company 
had outstanding borrowings from banks under 
lines of credit of $22,500,000, term loans from 
banks of $18,000,000, and $21,000,000 of long- 
term subordinated notes issued to Sponsors (the 
“Sponsor Notes’), all of which are to be repaid in 
full out of the proceeds of the 1981 financing pro- 
gram. The Company will, however, continue to 
have the right to effect subordinated borrowings 
from Sponsors. After the repayment of such bank 
borrowings, term loans and Sponsor Notes, the 
balance of the proceeds from the proposed 
financing will be used to finance construction pro- 
gram and nuclear fuel expenditures. The Compa- 
ny now estimates that it will be required to spend 
$24,950,000 in 1981, $12,179,000 in 1982 and 
$12,190,000 in 1983 for modifications to the Plant 
required by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
and by the Company's own studies in light of the 
nuclear accident at Three Mile Island and subse- 
quent safety concerns. The Company further esti- 
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mates that it will be required to spend $21,012,000 
in 1981, $41,300,000 in 1982 and $48,892,000 in 
1983 for the purchase of fuel under the nuclear 
fuel trust arrangement. 


In accordance with the Commission's order of 
April 17, 1981 (HCAR No. 22011), the Company 
has negotiated the sale of $47,750,000 principal 
amount of the Debentures (the “Series A Deben- 
tures’) to institutional investors, as follows: 


Amount 
($ millions) 
John Hancock Mutual Life Insurance Co. $16.5 
Connecticut General Insurance Corp. 
Morgan Guaranty Trust Company 
United Benefit Life Insurance Co. 
Knights of Columbus 
Atlantic Richfield Company 
American United Life Insurance Co. 
Confederation Life Insurance Co. 
Crown Life Insurance Co. 
American Mutual Life Co. 


The Series A Debentures are to be severally but 
not jointly guaranteed by the Sponsors, other than 
Cambridge Electric Light Company, in accordance 
with the following percentages: 


% of Series A 
Debentures 
Guaranteed 


The Connecticut Light and Power 
Company 

New England Power Company 

Boston Edison Company 

The Hartford Electric Light Company 

The United Illuminating Company 

Western Massachusetts Electric Company 

Central Maine Power Company 

Public Service Company of New 
Hampshire 

Montaup Electric Company 

Central Vermont Public Service 
Corporation 


26.1780% 

15.7068 
9.9477 
9.9477 
9.9477 
9.9477 
6.2827 


5.2355 
4.7120 


2.0942 
100.0000% 


The remaining $2,250,000 principal amount of the 
Debentures (the “Series B Debentures’’) will be 
sold to one of the Company’s Sponsors, Cam- 
bridge Electric Light Company. The Debentures 
will bear interest at the rate of 17% per annum and 
will mature approximately 15 years after the initial 
sale. 
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The Company expects to sell $38,480,000 princi- 
pal amount of the Debentures on October 1, 1981 
or as soon thereafter as the necessary documen- 
tation can be completed and required regulatory 
approvals obtained. The remaining $11,520,000 of 
the Debentures are expected to be sold on Janu- 
ary 14, 1982. 


The Revolving Credit Loans are to be incurred un- 
der an agreement (‘Credit Agreement’) to be en- 
tered into with Bankers Trust Company and The 
Chase Manhattan Bank, N.A. (‘Banks’), each of 
which has agreed to loan the Company up to a 
maximum of $25,000,000. The commitment of 
each Bank will be subject to reduction by the Com- 
pany in integral multiples of $100,000 and subject 
to further reduction in the event of any Sponsor's 
election to make loans to the Company on the ba- 
sis described below. Within such limits, the Com- 
pany will be able to borrow from, repay, and 
reborrow from the Banks in proportion to their re- 
spective commitments from time to time until Oc- 
tober 1, 1984 (“Termination Date’). 


The Revolving Credit Loans will mature on the 
Termination Date, and will bear interest on the first 
$12,500,000 borrowed from each Bank at a rate 
per annum equal to the Bank’s Base Raate, as de- 
fined, and on any additional amounts borowed 
thereunder at a rate per annum equal to 105% of 
the Bank’s Base Rate. The Company will pay each 
Bank a stand-by commitment fee payable quarter- 
ly in arrears at the rate of Y2 of 1% per annum on 
the average daily unused portion of the Bank’s 
commitment. 


Each of the Sponsors, including CL&P, HELCO, 
WMECO, NEP, Montaup and Central Maine, will 
enter into a Guarantee Agreement (the 
“Guarantee Agreement’) with the Banks and the 
Company. Under each Guarantee Agreement, a 
Sponsor will guarantee its percentage share of the 
Revolving Credit Loans by the Banks in proportion 
to its stock ownership in the Company or, in the 
alternative, may elect to loan directly to the Com- 
pany for any six-month period commencing Janu- 
ary 1 and July 1 (“Borrowing Period’) its percent- 
age share of any amounts of Revolving Credit 
Loans to be made during such six-month period. 
The percentage shares and the maximum amount 
to be guaranteed or, in the alternative, to be 
loaned by each Sponsor, are as follow: 
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= The Connecticut Light and Power 25.0 


Company Ownership 


% 


Amount 


$12,500,000 
Company 


New England Power Company 
Boston Edison Company 
The Hartford Electric Light 
Company 
The United Illuminating Company 
Western Massachusetts Electric 
Company 
Centra! Maine Power Company 
Public Service Company of New 
Hampshire 
Cambridge Electric Light 
Company 
Mortaup Electric Company 4.5 
Central Vermont Public Service 2.0 
Corporation 
Total 100.0 


7,500,000 
4,750,000 
4,750,000 


4,750,000 
4,750,000 


3,000,000 
2,500,000 


2,250,000 


2,250,000 
1,000,000 





$50,000,000 


The obligations of the Sponsors will be several 
and not joint. 


Any loans made by a Sponsor to the Company un- 
der its Guarantee Agreement will be evidenced by 
a note maturing on the last day of the Borrowing 
Period. Any notes issued to a Sponsor will not be 
guaranteed by the other Sponsors. If any Sponsor 
elects to make loans to the Company during any 
Borrowing Period, the guarantee percentages of 
the other Sponsors for loans made by the Banks 
during such period will be adjusted. 


Repayment of the Sponsor Notes with funds bor- 
rowed under the Credit Agreement will result in in- 
terest savings to the Company. The Sponsor 
Notes bear interest at an annual rate of 1%% in 
excess of the prime rate in effect from time to time 
at The Connecticut Bank and Trust Company, 
Hartford, Connecticut on short-term commercial 
loans. Interest on the Revolving Credit Loans will 
be charged at a rate per annum equal to each 
Bank’s Base Rate, as defined, on the first 
$12,500,000 borrowed from each Bank, and on 
additional amounts borrowed at a rate per annum 
equal to 105% on each Bank’s Base Rate. 


The application-declaration and any amendments 
thereto are available for public inspection through 
the Commission’s Office of Public Reference. In- 
terested persons wishing to comment or request a 
hearing should submit their views in writing by Oc- 
tober 1, 1981, to the Secretary, Securities and Ex- 
change Commission, Washington, D.C. 20549, 


3 and serve a copy on the applicants-declarants at 


the addresses specified above. Proof of service 
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(by affidavit or, in case of an attorney at law, by 
certificate) should be filed with the request. Any 
request for a hearing shall identify specifically the 
issues of fact or law that are disputed. A person 
who so requests will be notified of any hearing, if 
ordered, and will receive a copy of any notice or 
order issued in this matter. After said date, the 
amended application-declaration, as filed or as it 
may be further amended, may be granted and 
permitted to become effective. 


For the Commission, by the Division of Corporate 
Regulation, pursuant to delegated authority. 


George A. Fitzsimmons 
Secretary 
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INVESTMENT COMPANY ACT OF 1940 
Release No. 11929/September 3, 1981 


In the Matter of 


THRIFT INSTITUTION SHORT-TERM 
LIQUIDITY FUND, INC. 

55 Water Street 

New York, NY 10041 


(812-4839) 


NOTICE OF FILING OF APPLICATION FOR OR- 
DER PURSUANT TO SECTION 6(c) OF THE ACT 
EXEMPTING APPLICANT FROM THE PROVI- 
SIONS OF SECTION 2(a)(41) OF THE ACT AND 
RULES 2a-4 and 22c-1 THEREUNDER 


NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that Thrift Institution 
Short-Term Liquidity Fund, Inc. (“Applicant”), reg- 
istered under the Investment Company Act of 
1940 (‘Act’) as an open-end, non-diversified, 
management investment company, filed an appli- 
cation on March 12, 1981, and amendments there- 
to on May 12, 1981, and August 20, 1981, re- 
questing an order of the Commission, pursuant to 
Section 6(c) of the Act, exempting Applicant from 
the provisions of Section 2(a)(41) of the Act and 
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Rules 2a-4 and 22c-1 thereunder, to the extent 
necessary to permit Applicant to value its assets 
using the amortized cost method of valuation. All 
interested persons are referred to the application 
on file with the Commission for a statement of the 
representations contained therein, which are sum- 
marized below. 


Applicant states that it was organized as a 
Maryland corporation on March 4, 1981, and on 
March 12, 1981, it filed a Notification of Registra- 
tion and a Registration Statement on Form N-1 
pursuant to Section 8(b) of the Act and the Securi- 
ties Act of 1933. Applicant represents that it is a 
“money market fund,” designed as an investment 
vehicle for federally-insured savings and loan as- 
sociations and other financial institutions which 
are members of, or eligible for membership in, the 
Federal Home Loan Bank System, that desire to 
place a portion of their assets in money market in- 
vestments where the primary considerations are 
safety, liquidity and, to the extent consistent with 
the foregoing, a high income return. Applicant 
states that it intends to invest exclusively in a vari- 
ety of short-term money market instruments 
consisting of securities qualifying as short-term liq- 
uid assets under Section 523.10 (h) of the Regula- 
tions of the Federal Home Loan Bank System, 
which include obligations issued and guaranteed 
by the United States Government and issued or 
guaranteed by its agencies or instrumentalities, 
time deposits (negotiable and non-negotiable) in 
the Bank for Savings and Loan Association, 
Chicago, Illinois, and the Savings Banks Trust 
Company, New York, New York, and certain time 
deposits, certificates of deposit (negotiable and 
non-negotiable), savings deposits, and bankers’ 
acceptances of banks insured by the Federal De- 
posit Insurance Corporation, and certain general 
obligations issued by a public housing agency of 
any state, territory or possession of the United 
States or subdivisions thereof having the full faith 
and credit of the United States. Applicant further 
states that it will not invest more than an aggre- 
gate of 10% of its assets in investments (including 
certificates of deposit and time deposits) which 
may be non-negotiable or without readily available 
market quotations and in repurchase agreements 
maturing in more than 7 days. 


Applicant represents that as a result of the experi- 
ence of others in managing money market funds, it 
has become apparent that two qualities are helpful 
in attracting investors: (1) stability of principal, and 


780/SEC DOCKET 


(2) a steady flow of predictable and competitive in- 
vestment income. Applicant asserts that by hold- 
ing high quality money market instruments having 
short maturities combined with a stable net asset 
value, it is possible to provide these features to in- 
vestors. Applicant further represents that investors 
are concerned that the daily income declared re- 
flect income as earned and that the sales and re- 
demption prices not change. 


As stated in the application, Applicant has a fun- 
damental investment policy permitting investment 
only in instruments having a remaining maturity of 
one year or less. Applicant states that its board of 
directors (‘‘Board’’) has determined that an aver- 
age portfolio maturity of 120 days combined with a 
stable price achieves the objective of obviating 
somewhat the possibility of volatility in the price 
per share while providing a yield similar to yields 
available in the general debt market and not other- 
wise available with a portfolio of a shorter dura- 
tion. In addition, Applicant states that the Board 
believes that given the nature of Applicant's poli- 
cies and operations, there will normally be a rela- 
tively negligible discrepancy between market 
value and amortized cost value of such securities. 


Despite the fact that non-negotiable time deposits, 
(including non-negotiable certificates of deposit) 
not held to maturity, may yield a lower actual rate 
of return than reflected in the amortized cost of 
such instruments due to penalties imposed in the 
event of premature liquidation of the investment, 
Applicant represents that its Board believes that 
the possibility of a change in the price per share 
as a result of holding such non-negotiable instru- 
ments or instruments without readily available 
market quotations or repurchase agreements ma- 
turing in more than 7 days is remote for at least 
the following three reasons. First, the Board con- 
siders it unlikely that Applicant's portfolio will in- 
clude non-negotiable time deposits or certificates 
of deposit (e.g., ‘money market certificates”) in 
donominations of less than $100,000. Second, the 
need to liquidate any non-negotiable instruments, 
thereby incurring an interest penalty, appears re- 
mote since 90 percent of Applicant's portfolio will 
be invested in highly liquid instruments. Applicant 
states that since all of its investment must have 
maturities of one year or less, with an average 
portfolio maturity of 120 days or less, the short- 
term nature of the portfolio further reduces the 
probability of a need for premature liquidation of 
any of these investments. 
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In addition, Applicant states that if at any time by 
reason of changes in its portfolio or otherwise, in- 
vestments in non-negotiable time deposits, 
including non-negotiable certificates of deposit, 
constitute more than 10% of its portfolio, Applicant 
shall promptly take such action as may be neces- 
sary or appropriate to reduce its holdings of such 
investments, and will compute its net asset value 
per share on a mark-to-market basis until its hold- 
ings of such investments are so reduced. 


In view of the foregoing, Applicant states that the 
Board believes that the valuation of its portfolio 
securities on the amortized cost basis will benefit 
shareholders by enabling Applicant to maintain 
more effectively a stable price per share while pro- 
viding its shareholders with the opportunity to re- 
ceive a flow of investment income less subject to 
fluctuation than under procedures whereby divi- 
dends would be adjusted by all realized and unre- 
alized gains and losses on its portfolio securities. 


As here pertinent, Section 2(a)(41) of the Act de- 
fines value to mean: (1) with respect to securities 
for which market quotations are readily available, 
the market value of such securities, and (2) with 
respect to other securities and assets, fair value 
as determined in good faith by an investment com- 
pany’s board of directors. 


Rule 22c-1 provides, in part, that no registered in- 
vestment company or principal underwriter there- 
for issuing any redeemable security shall sell, re- 
deem or repurchase any such security except at a 
price based on the current net asset value of such 
security which is next computed after receipt of a 
tender of such security for redemption or of an or- 
der to purchase or to sell such security. 


Rule 2a-4 provides, as here relevant, that the cur- 
rent net asset value of a redeemable security is- 
sued by a registered investment company used in 
computing its price for the purpose of distribution, 
redemption and repurchase shall be an amount 
which reflects calculations made substantially in 
accordance with the provisions of that rule, with 
estimates used where necessary or appropriate. 
Rule 2a-4 further states that portfolio securities 
with respect to which market quotations are readi- 
ly available shall be valued at fair value as deter- 
mined in good faith by an investment company’s 
board of directors. Prior to the filing of the applica- 
tion, the Commission expressed its view that, 
among other things, Rule 2a—4 under the Act re- 
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quires that portfolio instruments of “money mar- 
ket” funds be valued with reference to market fac- 
tors, and it would be inconsistent generally with 
the provisions of Rule 2a—4 for a “money market” 
fund to value its portfolio instruments with over 
60-day maturities on an amortized cost basis (In- 
vestment Company Act Release No. 9786, May 
31, 1977). 


Section 6(c) of the Act provides, in part, that upon 
application the Commission may conditionally or 
unconditionally exempt any person, security, or 
transactions, from any provision or provisions of 
the Act or of any rule or regulation thereunder, if 
and to the extent that such exemption is necessa- 
ry or appropriate in the public interest and consist- 
ent with the protection of investors and the pur- 
poses fairly intended by the policy and provisions 
of the Act. 


Applicant represents that the Board has deter- 
mined in good faith that in light of the characteris- 
tics of Applicant, absent unusual or extraordinary 
circumstances, the amortized cost method of 
valuing portfolio securities is appropriate and pref- 
erable and reflects the fair value of such securi- 
ties. 


Accordingly, Applicant requests an exemption 
from the provisions of Section 2(a)(41) of the Act, 
and Rules 2a—4 and 22c-1 thereunder, to the ex- 
tent necessary to permit it to value its portfolio se- 
curities using the amortized cost method of 
valuation. In support of its request, Applicant sub- 
mits that granting the requested exemption is con- 
sistent with the standards expressed in Section 
6(c) of the Act and consents to the imposition of 
the following conditions to any order granting the 
requested relief: 


1. In supervising Applicant’s operations and 
delegating special responsibilities involving portfo- 
lio management to Applicant’s investment adviser, 
the Board has adopted resolutions as a particular 
responsibility within the overall duty of care owned 
to its shareholders—establishing procedures rea- 
sonably designed, taking into account current mar- 
ket conditions and Applicant's investment objec- 
tives, to stabilize Applicant's net asset value per 
share, as computed for the purpose of distribution, 
redemption and repurchase, at $1.00 per share. 


2. Included within the procedures adopted by the 
Board are the following: 
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(a) Review by the Board as it deems ap- 
propriate and at such intervals as are 
reasonable in light of current market 
conditions, to determine the extent of 
deviation, if any, of the net asset value 
per share as determined by using avail- 
able market quotations from the $1.00 
amortized cost price per share, and the 
maintenance of records of such review." 


(b) In the event such deviation from the 
$1.00 amortized cost price per share 
exceeds 12 of 1 percent, the Board will 
promptly consider what action, if any, 
should be initiated. 


(c) Where the Board believes the extent 
of any deviation from the $1.00 amor- 
tized cost price per share may result in 
material dilution or other unfair results 
to investors or existing shareholders, it 
shall take such action as it deems ap- 
propriate to eliminate or to reduce to the 
extent reasonably practicable such dilu- 
tion or unfair results, which may include: 
redemption of shares in kind; the sale of 
portfolio instruments prior to maturity to 
realize capital gains or losses, or to 
shorten the average maturity of portolio 
instruments; withholding dividends; or 
utilizing a net asset value per share as 
determined by using available market 
quotations. 


3. Applicant will maintain a dollar-weighted aver- 
age portfolio maturity appropriate to its objective 
of maintaining a stable net asset value per share; 
provided, however, that Applicant will not (a) pur- 
chase any instrument with a remaining maturity of 
greater than one year, or (b) maintain a dollar- 





'To fulfill this condition, Applicant intends to use 
actual quotations or estimates of market value re- 
flecting current market conditions selected by the 
Board in the exercise of its discretion to be appro- 
priate indicators of value which may include, inter 
alia, (1) quotations or estimates of market value 
for individual portfolio instruments, or (2) values 
obtained from yield data relating to classes of 
money market instructions furnished by reputable 
sources. 
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weighted average portfolio maturity which exceeds 
120 days.? 


4. Applicant will record, maintain, and preserve 
permanently in an easily accessible place a writ- 
ten copy of the procedures (and any modifications 
thereto) described in paragraph 1 above, and will 
record, maintain and preserve for a period of not 
less than six years (the first two years in an easily 
accessible place) a written record of the Board 
considerations and actions taken in connection 
with the discharge of its responsibilities, as set 
forth above, to be included in the minutes of the 
Board’s meetings. The documents preserved pur- 
suant to this condition shall be subject to inspec- 
tion by the Commission in accordance with Sec- 
tion 31(b) of the Act, as if such documents were 
records required to be maintained pursuant to 
rules adopted under Section 31(a) of the Act. 


5. Applicant will limit its portfolio investments, 
including repurchase agreements, to those United 
States dollar-denominated instruments which the 
Board determines present minimal credit risks, 
and which are of “high quality” as determined by 
any major rating service or, in the case of any in- 
strument that is not rated, of comparable quality 
as determined by its Board. 


6. Applicant will include in each of its quarterly re- 
ports, as an attachment to Form N-1Q, a state- 
ment as to whether any action pursuant to para- 
graph 2(c) above was taken during the preceding 
fiscal quarter and, if any such action was taken, 
will describe the nature and circumstances of such 
action. 


NOTICE IS FURTHER GIVEN that any interested 
person may, not later than September 29, 1981, at 
5:30 p.m., submit to the Commission in writing, a 
request for a hearing on the application accom- 
panied by a statement as to the nature of his inter- 
est, the reasons for such request and the issues, if 





2In fulfilling this condition, if the disposition of a 
portfolio instrument results in a dollar-weighted av- 
erage portfolio maturity in excess of 120 days, Ap- 
plicant will invest available cash in such a manner 
as to reduce the dollar-weighted average portfolio 
maturity to 120 days or less as soon as reasona- 


bly practicable. :) 
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any, of fact or law proposed to be controverted, or 
he may request that he be notified if the Commis- 
sion shall order a hearing thereon. Any such com- 
munication should be addressed: Secretary, Secu- 
rities and Exchange Commission, Washington, 
D.C. 20549. A copy of such request shall be 
served personally or by mail upon Applicant at the 
address stated above. Proof of such service (by 
affidavit or, in the case of an attorney-at-law, by 
certificate) shall be filed contemporaneously with 
the request. As provided by Rule 0-5 of the Rules 
and Regulations promulgated under the Act, an or- 
der disposing of the application herein will be is- 
sued as of course following said date unless the 
Commission thereafter orders a hearing upon re- 
quest or upon the Commission’s own motion. Per- 
sons who request a hearing, or advice as to 
whether a hearing is ordered, will receive any no- 
tices and orders issued in this matter, including 
the date of the hearing (if ordered) and any post- 
ponements thereof. 


For the Commission, by the Division of Investment 
Management, pursuant to delegated authority. 


George A. Fitzsimmons 
Secretary 





INVESTMENT COMPANY ACT OF 1940 
Release No. 11930/September 3, 1981 


In the Matter of 


BROAD STREET INVESTIGATING 
CORPORATION 

NATIONAL INVESTORS CORPORATION 

TRI-CONTINENTAL CORPORATION 

UNION CAPITAL FUND, INC. 

UNION CASH MANAGEMENT FUND, INC. 

UNION INCOME FUND, INC. 

UNION DATA SERVICE CENTER, INC. 


One Bankers Trust Plaza 
New York, New York 10006 


(812-4925) 
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ORDER PURSUANT TO SECTION 17(d) OF THE 
ACT AND RULE 17d-1 THEREUNDER. 


Broad Street Investing Corporation, National In- 
vestors Corporation, Tri-Continental Corporation, 
Union Capital Fund, Inc., Union Cash Manage- 
ment Fund, Inc., and Union Income Fund, Inc., 
registered under the Investment Company Act of 
1940 (‘Act’) as diversified, management invest- 
ment companies (the “Funds’), and Union Data 
Service Center, Inc., a data processing company 
jointly owned by the Funds (‘Union Data’), filed 
an application on July 23, 1981, requesting an or- 
der of the Commission, pursuant to Section 17 (d) 
of the Act and Rule 17d-1 thereunder, to permit 
Union Data to provide data processing and related 
services to other registered investment companies 
which may be added to the group of investment 
companies advised by J. & W. Seligman & Co., 
Inc., which is the investment adviser to the Funds, 
on the same basis as Union Data provides such 
services currently to the Funds, and to independ- 
ent third parties on such basis as Union Data may 
negotiate. 


On August 6, 1981, a notice (Investment Company 
Act Release No. 11894) was issued of the filing of 
the application. The notice gave interested per- 
sons an opportunity to request a hearing, and stat- 
ed that an order disposing of the application would 
be issued as of course unless a hearing should be 
ordered. No request for a hearing has been filed, 
and the Commission has not ordered a hearing. 


The matter having been considered, it is found 
that the participation of the Funds in the proposed 
transactions is consistent with the provisions, poli- 
cies and purposes of the Act and that their partici- 
pation in the proposed transactions is not on a ba- 
sis less advantageous than that of any other 
participant. Accordingly, 


IT IS ORDERED, pursuant to Section 17 (d) of the 
Act and Rule 17d—1 thereunder, that said applica- 
tion to permit Union Data to provide data proc- 
essing and related services as set forth in the ap- 
plication to other registered investment companies 
which may be added to the group of investment 
companies advised by J. & W. Seligman & Co., 
Inc., on the same basis as Union Data provides 
such services currently to the Funds, and to inde- 
pendent third parties on such basis as Union Data 
may negotiate, be, and hereby is, granted, effec- 
tive forthwith. 
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For the Commission, by the Division of Investment 
Management, pursuant to delegated authority. 


George A. Fitzsimmons 
Secretary 





INVESTMENT COMPANY ACT OF 1940 
Release No. 11931/September 10, 1981 


In the Matter of 


THE GENERAL MONEY MARKET FUND, 
INC. 

600 Madison Avenue 

New York, NY 10022 


(812-4897) 


ORDER PURSUANT TO SECTION 6(c) OF THE 
ACT GRANTING EXEMPTIONS FROM THE PRO- 
VISIONS OF SECTION 2(a)(41) OF THE ACT 
AND RULES 2a-4 AND 22c-1 THEREUNDER 


The General Money Market Fund, Inc. (“Appli- 
cant’), registered under the Investment Company 
Act of 1940 (‘Act’) as an open-end, diversified, 
management investment company, filed an appli- 
cation on June 18, 1981, and an amendment 
thereto on June 24, 1981, requesting an order of 
the Commission, pursuant to Section 6(c) of the 
Investment Company Act of 1940 (‘‘Act’’), ex- 
empting Applicant from the provisions of Section 2 
(a)(41) of the Act and Rules 2a-4 and 22c-1 
thereunder, to the extent necessary to permit the 
Applicant to compute its net asset value per share, 
for the purposes of effecting sales, redemptions, 
and repurchases of its shares, using the amortized 
cost method of valuation. 


On August 5, 1981, a notice (Investment Company 
Act Release No. 11887) was issued of the filing of 
the application. The notice gave interested per- 
sons an opportunity to request a hearing and 
stated that an order disposing of the application 
would be issued as of course unless a hearing 
should be ordered. No request for a hearing has 
been filed, and the Commission has not ordered a 
hearing. 
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The matter having been considered, it is found 
that the granting of the requested exemptions is 
appropriate in the public interest and consistent 
with the protection of investors and the purposes 
fairly intended by the policy and provisions of the 
Act. Accordingly, 


IT IS ORDERED, pursuant to Section 6(c) of the 
Act, that the application for exemption from the 
provisions of Section 2(a)(41) of the Act and Rules 
2a-4 and 22c-1 thereunder, to the extent re- 
quested, be, and hereby is, granted, effective 
forthwith subject to those conditions to which Ap- 
plicant has consented and which are set forth in 
Investment Company Act Release No. 11887. 


For the Commission, by the Division of Investment 
Management, pursuant to delegated authority. 


George A. Fitzsimmons 
Secretary 





INVESTMENT COMPANY ACT OF 1940 
Release No. 11932/Sept. 10, 1981 


In the Matter of 


FOURTH STREET TAX FREE INCOME TRUST 
522 Dixie Terminal Building 
Cincinnati, Ohio 45202 


(812-4875) 


ORDER PURSUANT TO SECTION 6(c) OF THE 
ACT GRANTING EXEMPTIONS FROM THE PRO- 
VISIONS OF SECTION 2(a)(41) OF THE ACT 
AND RULES 2a-4 AND 22c-1 THEREUNDER 


Fourth Street Tax Free Income Trust (‘‘Appli- 
cant’), registered under the Investment Company 
Act of 1940 (“Act”) as an open-end, diversified, 
management investment company, filed an appli- 
cation on May 11, 1981, and an amendment there- 
to on July 28, 1981, requesting an order of the 
Commission, pursuant to Section 6(c) of the In- 
vestment Company Act of 1940 (‘Act’), exempting 
applicant from the provisions of Section 2(a)(41) of 
the Act and Rules 2a-4 and 22c-1 thereunder, to 
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the extent necessary to permit the Applicant to 
compute its net asset value per share, for the pur- 
poses of effecting sales, redemptions, and repur- 
chases of its shares, using the amortized cost 
method of valuation. 


On August 11, 1981, a notice (Investment Compa- 
ny Act Release No. 11903) was issued of the filing 
of the application. The notice gave interested per- 
sons an opportunity to request a hearing and stat- 
ed that an order disposing of the application would 
be issued as of course unless a hearing should be 
ordered. No request for a hearing has been filed, 
and the Commission has not ordered a hearing. 


The matter having been considered, it is found 
that the granting of the requested exemptions is 
appropriate in the public interest and consistent 
with the protection of investors and the purposes 
fairly intended by the policy and provisions of the 
Act. Accordingly, 


IT IS ORDERED, pursuant to Section 6(c) of the 
Act, that the application for exemption from the 
provisions of Section 2(a)(41) of the Act and Rules 
2a-4 and 22c-1 thereunder, to the extent re- 
quested, be, and hereby is, granted, effective 
forthwith subject to those conditions to which Ap- 
plicant has consented and which are set forth in 
Investment Company Act Release No. 11903. 


For the Commission, by the Division of Investment 
Management, pursuant to delegated authority. 


George A. Fitzsimmons 
Secretary 
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Litigation Release No. 9439/September 4, 1981 


THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF COLORADO V. 
RICHARD A. BELKNAP, ET. AL. (CASE NO. 81 
CR1527) 


Robert H. Davenport, Administrator of the Com- 
mission’s Denver Regional Office and Dale 
Tooley, District Attorney for the Second Judicial 
District of Colorado announced that on August 6, 
1981, the Grand Jury for the County of Denver, 
Colorado returned a two-count indictment charg- 
ing Richard A. Belknap (Belknap), president of 
The Investment Bankers, Inc. (IBI) and William G. 
Chandler (Chandler), supervisor of operations of 
that firm, with securities fraud and conspiracy to 
commit securities fraud. Two salesmen of The In- 
vestment Bankers, Inc., James C. Prude (Prude) 
and Calvin Schultz (Schultz), were each charged 
with one count of conspiracy to commit securities 
fraud. 


The indictment in sum and substance charges, 
among other things, that Belknap, Chandler and 
others in IBI manipulated the market in the com- 
mon stock of Chipola Oil Corporation, a Colorado 
company. 


The indictment charges, in part, that the fraudulent 
scheme was effected in the following manner: (1) 
From April 8, 1981, to May 8, 1981, IBI was the 
principal underwriter involved in IBI’s first public 
offering in which 20 million shares of common 
stock of Chipola were offered to the public at 10¢ 
a share. Fourteen million eight hundred thousand 
(14,800,000) of those shares were sold and 
placed by IBI, and the remaining five million two 
hundred thousand (5,200,000) shares were sold to 
several participating broker-dealers who had sold 
the stock to the public. These 20 million shares 
were the only ones which could be publicly traded 
following the opening of trading on May 11, 1981; 
(2) On May 11, 1981, IBI as one of the market 
makers in Chipola stock, began entering quota- 
tions on the NASDAQ system. During the first day 
of trading the price bid by IBI went as high as 25¢, 
but settled at the close of the day to approximately 
18¢. From May 11, 1981, to June 17, 1981, the 
stock traded over-the-counter at approximately 
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18¢ bid; (3) During the period from June 18 
through July 1, IBI consistently entered the high 
bids on the NASDAQ system causing the bid price 
to rise from 18¢ to $1.00. During this period of 
time, Belknap, Chandler and others engaged in 
various devices to restrict the sales of Chipola se- 
curities by their customers and former customers, 
including delaying delivery of the certificates and 
prohbiting the IBI salesmen from receiving com- 
missions for customer sales of Chipola shares; 
and (4) IBI’s high bids were not in response to 
customers orders to purchase or a part of a bona 
fide market. 


The Commission had suspended over-the-counter 
trading in the securities of Chipola Oil Corporation 
on July 2 and again on July 13. On July 10, a com- 
plaint was filed in the U.S. District Court for the 
District of Colorado naming IBI, Belknap and 
Chandler as defendents. The Commission con- 
tended at the time, among other things, that IBI 
was insolvent, unable to pay its bills, including ap- 
proximately $5,662,055 due to public investors on 
July 10, 1981, and is in violation of the Commis- 
sion’s net capital rule. 


On July 15 a SIPC trustee was appointed, by 
consent of the defendents for the liquidation of IBI. 


On July 20 a preliminary injunction was entered by 
consent of the parties. 


For further details see Litigation Release No. 
17909. 





Litigation Release No. 9440/September 8, 1981 


SEC v. JOSEPH SEBAG, INCORPORATED AND 
RODGER W. GARRITY (U.S.D.C. C.D. Cal., Civil 
Action No. 81-3761—MML (Px)) 


Michael J. Stewart, Administrator of the Los An- 
geles Regional Office announced that on August 
18, 1981, the Honorable Malcom M. Lucas of the 
United States District Court for the Central District 
of California, entered an Order of Preliminary In- 
junction against defendant Rodger W. Garrity 
(“Garrity”) enjoining him from any further viola- 
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tions of the anti-fraud provisions under Section 
10(b) of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934 (‘‘Ex- 
change Act’) and Rule 10b-5 thereunder and 
from aiding and abetting violations of the Commis- 
sion’s net capital, maintenance reserve and books 
and records provisions under Section 15(c)(3) and 
17(1)(1) of the Exchange Act and Rules 15c3-1, 
15c3-3 and 17a-3 thereunder. Defendant Garrity 
was a registered representative for Investors Fi- 
nancial Services, Inc., a registered broker-dealer 
and a wholly-owned subsidiary of Joseph Sebag, 
Incorporated (‘““Sebag’’). 


The Commission’s complaint, filed on July 27, 
1981, alleged, among other things, that defendant 
Garrity made purchases and sales of securities for 
the accounts of customers without their consent or 
authorization. These unauthorized purchases and 
sales resulted in violations by Sebag of the Com- 
mission’s net capital, maaintenance reserve and 
books and records provisions under the Exchange 
Act. On July 27, 1981, Sebag, without admitting or 
denying the allegations in the Commission’s com- 
plaint, consented to the entry of an order of per- 
manent injunction enjoining it from any further vio- 
lations of the net capital, maintenance reserve and 
books and records provisions under the Exchange 
Act. In addition, concurrent with the filing of the 
Commission’s complaint, the Securities Investor 
Protection Corporation filed an application to the 
Court seeking a protective order adjudicating that 
the customers of Sebag are in need of protection 
under the Securities Investor Protection Act of 
1970, and a trustee for the liquidation of the busi- 
ness of Sebag. Sebag consented to an order ap- 
pointing a trustee. For further information see Liti- 
gation Release No. 9416. 





Litigation Release No. 9441/September 8, 1981 


Securities and Exchange Commission v. Hyun, 
Kowal, Farley & Co., Inc., Edmund C. H. Hyun, 
and Gregory Francis Kowal (U.S.D.C., D. Hawaii, 
Civil Action No. 81-0274) 


Michael J. Stewart, Administrator of the Los An- 
geles Regional Office, announced that on August 
24, 1981, the Honorable Samuel P. King of the 


Volume 23, No. 10, September 22, 1981 





United States District Court for the District of 
Hawaii, granted the Commission’s Motion for a 
Preliminary Injunction and entered an Order of 
Preliminary Injunction against Hyun, Kowal, Farley 
& Co., Inc., Edmund C. H. Hyun and Gregory 
Francis Kowal. 


Defendant Hyun, Kowal, Farley & Co., Inc., a reg- 
istered broker-dealer located in Honolulu, Hawaii, 
was charged in the Complaint, filed on August 4, 
1981, with violations of the net capital, mainte- 
nance reserve, and recordkeeping provisions of 
the Securities Exchange Act of 1934. Defendants 
Edmund C. H. Hyun and Gregory Francis Kowal, 
officers of the broker-dealer, were charged in the 
Complaint with aiding and abetting violations of 
the same provisions. 


The Order of Preliminary Injunction enjoins de- 
fendant Hyun, Kowal, Farley & Co., Inc. from 
violating, and defendants Edmund C. H. Hyun and 
Gregory Francis Kowal from aiding and abetting 
further violations of, Sections 15(c)(3) and 
17(a)(1) of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934 
and Rules 15c3-1, 15c3-3 and 17a-3 promul- 
gated thereunder. 





Litigation Release No. 9442/September 9, 1981 


U.S. v. S. HAL HAYCOCK, JOAN HAYCOCK 
WATSON, LLOYD R. GUNDERSON, AND ROY A. 
SWENSON 

(USDC UTAH, Criminal File No. CR-81-80A) 


Francis M. Wikstrom, United States Attorney for 
the District of Utah, Robert H. Davenport, Region- 
al Administrator of the Denver Regional Office of 
the Securities and Exchange Commission, John 
C. Wagner, Special Agent-in-Charge of the Salt 
Lake City Office of the Federal Bureau of Investi- 
gation, and Carol Fay, District Director of the Salt 
Lake City District of the Internal Revenue Service 
announced that on August 20, 1981, a Federal 
Grand Jury sitting in Salt Lake City, Utah returned 
a 37-count indictment against S. Hal Haycock of 
Pleasant Grove, Utah, Joan Haycock Watson of 
Orem, Utah, Lloyd R. Gunderson of Burley, Idaho, 
and Roy A. Swenson of Salt Lake City, Utah. 


The defendants S. Hal Haycock, Lloyd R. 
Gunderson and Roy A. Swenson were charged 
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with violations of the antifraud provisions of the 
federal securities statutes (15 U.S.C. 77q(a) and 
77x); all of the defendants were charged with vio- 
lations of the mail fraud statute (18 U.S.C. 1341); 
and S. Hal Haycock and Lloyd R. Gunderson were 
charged with violations of the interstate transpor- 
tation of money obtained by fraud statute (18 
U.S.C. 2314). S. Hal Haycock was also charged 
with violations of the bankruptcy fraud statute (18 
U.S.C. 152) and violations of the Internal Revenue 
Code which prohibits a person from making and 
subscribing to a false tax return (26 U.S.C. 7206 
(2). 


The indictment alleges that the violations occurred 
as part of a scheme to deprive investors of money 
through the use of false and misleading state- 
ments and to enrich the defendants at the ex- 
pense of the investors in connection with the offer 
and sale of Pleasant Grove Finance Company 
capital debenture bonds; the concealment of as- 
sets by S. Hal Haycock from the custodian in his 
personal bankruptcy; and the making and sub- 
scribing to false tax returns by S. Hal Haycock, 
which returns were false in that they failed to re- 
port substantial amounts of income received by S. 
Hal Haycock. 





Litigation Release No. 9443/September 9, 1981 


SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE COMMISSION v. 
WORLD-WIDE COIN INVESTMENTS, LTD., ET 
AL., Civil Action No. C81-1642A (United States 
District Court for the Northern District of Georgia) 


Jule B. Greene, Regional Administrator of the At- 
lanta Regional Office of the Securities and Ex- 
change Commission, announces the filing of a 
complaint in the United States District Court for 
the Northern District of Georgia against World- 
Wide Coin Investments, Ltd. (“WWC’”), an Atlanta, 
Goergia company whose stock is traded on the 
Boston Stock Exchange and over-the-counter; Jo- 
seph H. Hale (‘Hale’), chairman of the board, 
chief executive officer and president of WWC; 
Floyd W. Seibert (“Seibert”), a director of WWC; 
and Joe Gregory Jones (“Jones”), until recently, 
vice-president and a director of WWC. Hale, 
Seibert and Jones are residents of Atlanta. WWC 
is engaged in the business of buying and selling 
precious coins and metals, and bullion. 
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The Commission’s complaint alleges, inter alia, 
that the defendants have perpetrated a two-year 
fraudulent course of business which has resulted 
in repeated violations of the Securities Exchange 
Act (“Exchange Act’). The complaint alleges that 
the defendants have violated Section 10(b) (anti- 
fraud prohibitions); Section 13(a) (periodic report- 
ing requirements); Section 13(b) (accurate books 
and records and adequate internal controls re- 
quirements); Sections 13(d), 14(d), 14(e) and 14(f) 
(ownership and tender offer reporting and anti- 
fraud provisions related to corporate takeovers); 
Section 14(a) (proxy soliciting requirements); and 
Section 16(a) (stock ownership reporting require- 
ments) of the Exchange Act and, in addition, four- 
teen Commission rules and regulations promul- 
gated pursuant to the aforementioned statutory 
provisions. The complaint alleges that the defend- 
ants’ conduct relates to Hale’s takeover of WWC 
in July 1979, the operations of WWC by Hale, 
Seibert and Jones (WWC’s three-person board of 
directors) since that time, and numerous transac- 
tions between WWC and Hale, Hale's privately 
owned corporations, Seibert and Jones. 


The complaint seeks preliminary and permanent 
injunctions against the defendants to prevent fur- 
ther violations of the Federal securities laws; an 
order appointing an independent accountant to 
perform an accounting of all WWC receipts and 
disbursements of cash and of all purchases, sales, 
acquisitions and dispositions of WWC’s inventory 
and assets since July 1, 1979; an order requiring 
the defendants to make full disclosure of all mate- 
rial information relating to the operations of WWC 
since July 24, 1979; and an order requiring Hale to 
return immediately 260,000 shares of WWC com- 
mon stock to WWC. 


Upon the filing of the Commission's complaint on 
August 31, 1981, United States District Judge 
Robert L. Vining, Jr. entered an Order to Show 
Cause, setting initial hearing in this matter at 
10:00 a.m. on September 8, 1981. 





Litigation Release No. 9444/September 10, 
1981 


Securities and Exchange Commission v. Tiffany 
Industries, et al. (United States District Court for 
the Eastern District of Missouri, Civil Action No. 
81-—CIV1106-—C) (Wangelin, J.) 
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The Securities and Exchange Commission (“Com- 
mission’) today announced the filing of a Com- 
plaint in the United States District Court for the 
Eastern District of Missouri in St. Louis seeking 
injunctive and other equitable relief against Tiffany 
Industries, Inc. (“Tiffany”), Farrell Kahn (‘Kahn’), 
Abraham A. Appel (‘Appel’) and Joseph Simpkins 
(“Simpkins”), alleging violations of the antifraud, 
reporting and certain other provisions of the feder- 
al securities laws. 


Tiffany is a Missouri corporation headquartered in 
St. Louis engaged primarily in the manufacture 
and sale of grain storage equipment for farm use. 
Kahn was formerly the President and a director of 
Tiffany. Simpkins is the Chairman of the Board of 
Tiffany and Appel was formerly a director and 
Chief Financial Officer of Tiffany and now serves 
as a consultant. 


The Complaint alleges that from 1976 through 
1978 the defendants engaged in a scheme to ma- 
terially overstate and misrepresent Tiffany's sales 
and earnings reported in various filings with the 
Commission and in various statements by the de- 
fendants to shareholders and the public. The 
Complaint alleges that as a part of the scheme Tif- 
fany, Kahn and Appel forged documents and cre- 
ated false documents which were placed among 
Tiffany’s books and records and were provided to 
Tiffany’s auditors during the course of their exami- 
nations of Tiffany’s financial statements. It is fur- 
ther alleged that while the fraudulent scheme was 
in effect, Tiffany issued $9 million of securities in a 
private sale using inflated and overstated financial 
statements and other materially false and mislead- 
ing statements and omissions both before the sale 
in solicitation materials and after the sale in certifi- 
cations of compliance with the terms of the sale. 
The Commission Complaint alleges that Tiffany's 
Quarterly Reports on Form 10-Q filed during 1976 
and 1977 and its Annual Report on Form 10-K for 
the year ended December 31, 1976 and its proxy 
soliciting materials in connection with Tiffany's 
1977 Annual Meeting of Shareholders were mate- 
rially false and misleading and that Tiffany failed 
to file Annual Reports for the years ended Decem- 
ber 31, 1977 and December 31, 1978 and Quar- 
terly Reports on Form 10-Q during 1978 and 
1979. 


Simultaneously with the filing of the Complaint the 
District Court entered a Final Judgment of Perma- 
nent Injunction against Kahn. Kahn, without 
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admitting or denying the allegations of the Com- 10b-5, 14a-3 and 14a-9 thereunder and from 
plaint, consented to the entry of a Final Judgment aiding and abetting violations of Sections 13(a) 
of Permanent Injunction enjoining and restraining and 13(b)(2) of the Securities Exchange Act of 
him from violating Section 17(a) of the Securities 1934 and ordering certain other equitable relief. 


Act of 1933 and Sections 10(b) and 14(a) of the Litigation is continuing as to other defendants. 
Securities Exchange Act of 1934 and Rules 
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